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The
City Planner
Handbook
THE CITY PLANNER HANDBOOK
MATERIALS FOR THE PREPARATION
OF A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
FOR PORTLAND. OREGON
PORTLAND BUREAU OF PLANNING
NOVEMBER 1977
PREFACE
The City Planner Handbook, has been prepared to
assist residents, businesses, civic and trade organiza-
tions and neighborhood associations in their review of
Portland's Comprehensive Plan. By providing extensive
detailed information on the formulation of the three
alternative land use plans, the Handbook establishes
the foundation for in-depth plan analysis.
The Handbook includes three sections:
• Background Information provides data on the
population, housing, and employment trends that
have influenced Portland's development the past
twenty-five years.
• Alternative Land Use Plans contains a detailed
description of the three alternative plans and includes
a copy of The City Planner, City Edition as an insert.
• Technical Appendix includes a complete numeric
description of the alternative plans, the methodology
used to generate the numeric description, and an
explanation of how the plans are evaluated.
Although not every citizen will find the detail included
here necessary to review the plan, I believe this
document can serve as a valuable guide through the
inevitable complexities of the Comprehensive Plan
process.
Sincerely,
Ernest R. Bonner
Director, Portland Bureau of Planning
BACKGROUND
INFORMATION
PEOPLE
• Portland's population has stayed virtually the same,
at approximately 380,000, over the last 25 years.
Fig. 1
• Portland is the central city of a metropolitan region
(including all of Clackamas, Multnomah and
Washington Counties in Oregon and Clark County
in Washington) whose population has expanded
dramatically over the last 25 years.
• The City's share of the Region's population has thus
dropped, a trend which is likely to continue in the
next 25 years.
• The "war babies" (born between 1945 and 1955)
are now between 22 and 32 years of age. The
characteristics of the City's population over the
next decade will be greatly affected by whether
these individuals marry, form households, have
children, and stay in the City. Fig. 2
• The percent of City residents in the 30 to 44 age
group has significantly decreased since 1950; in
the suburbs, this age group has retained its percent
share.
• In Portland, 16% of the people are age 65 or over;
in the suburbs, only 8% of the people are age 65 or
over.
• Households are getting smaller in Portland and in
the suburban areas of the region outside of the City.
Fig. 3
• Portland's households have been, and will probably
continue to be, smaller than households in the
suburbs.
• The percent of households with children is
declining in both the City and the suburbs. Fig. 4
• The percent of households with three or more
members is declining, while the percent of
households with one member is increasing. Fig. 4,5
• Real household income is increasing in both
Portland and the suburbs.
• Portland's household income is lower than the
Region's and is increasing at a slower rate than the
Region's. Fig. 6
• The gap between upper and lower income groups
appears to be widening. Fig. 7
Portland has fewer households with children than
the suburbs.
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JOBS
• The total number of jobs located in the City of
Portland is increasing, but our share of the Region's
jobs is decreasing — especially our share of
industrial jobs. Fig. 8
• People living in Portland hold a decreasing share of
jobs located in the City, while suburban dwellers
hold an increasing share of jobs located in the City.
• On average, jobs in heavy industry pay better than
jobs in commercial activities or light industry such
as warehousing. Fig. 9
• Commerce and light industry pay more property
tax dollars per acre and hire more people per acre
than does heavy industry. Fig. 1 o
8 JOBS IN PORTLAND
Located in
Portland
Held by City
Residents
1960
211,479
138,362
1970
239,795
128,182
1975
243,864
SOURCES:
U.S. Census; Dun & Bradstreet; Oregon Employment Division
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1965
1,639
1,526
2,847
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1,990
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40001
30001
10001
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Employees per Acre
Light Industry
Heavy Industry
Commercial
Total Employees/Acre
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12.90
31.29
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uNUMBER OF SINGLE-FAMILYHOUSING UNITS
Portland
Owner Occupied
S.M.S.A.
Owner Occupied
Suburbs
Owner Occupied
1950
83,005
69,801
184,209
143,314
101,204
73,513
1960
95,363
78,805
230,925
182,971
135,562
104,166
1970
101,871
78,533
275,307
215,947
173,436
137,414
1976
103,243
79,482
309,037
242,599
205,794
163.117
SOURCES:
1950, 1960, 1970: U.S. Census
1975: Center for Population Research and Census
12 PERCENT OF SINGLE-FAMILYHOUSING UNITS THAT AREOWNER OCCUPIED
Portland
S.M.S.A.
Suburbs
1950
81.4%
77.8%
72.6%
1960
82.6%
79.2%
76.8%
1970
77.1%
78.4%
79.2%
1975
77.0%
78.5%
79.3%
SOURCES:
1950, 1960, 1970: U.S. Census
1975: Center for Population Research and Census
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15 HOUSING UNIT SIZE ANDHOUSEHOLD SIZE, 1970
1 -Person Households
1 -2 Room Housing Units
2-Person Households
3-4 Room Housing Units
3-Person Households
5-Room Housing Units
4-Person Households
6-Room Housing Units
5+ Person Households
7 + Room Housing Units
Portland
42,835
16,738
47,548
47,825
20,453
34,371
15,657
24,340
18,594
28,768
Suburbs
28,808
7,274
59,692
59,118
33,509
48,343
34,353
42,356
40,056
48,186
SMSA
71,643
24,012
107,240
106,943
53,962
82,714
50,010
66,696
58,650
77,954
SOURCE:
U.S. Census
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18 COSTS FOR CONSTRUCTIONOF THE SAME SINGLE-FAMILYHOUSE, 1955 and 1976
Source
Materials and Labor
Miscellaneous
Construction Costs
Permit Fees
Land Acquisition
and Development
Financing
Builder's Overhead
and Profit
Sales Commission
Total
1955
$10,400
$316
$89
$4,434
$587
$1,550
$869
$18,245
1976
$20,622
$852
$620
$14,535
$2,045
$2,700
$2,482
$43,856
0/
/o
Increase
98%
170%
597%
228%
248%
74%
186%
140%
% of Total
Increase
40%
2%
2%
39%
6%
5%
6%
100%
SOURCES:
Real Estate Trends in Portland, Oregon; various bureaus of the city
of Portland; Bucher Realty; First State Bank of Milwaukie.
19HOUSEHOLDS WHICH CANAFFORD NEW SINGLE FAMILYHOMES
Estimated Total
Monthly Payment
(average)
Estimated Income
Needed to Make
Monthly Payment *
Number of House-
holds with
Necessary Income
Percent of
Households with
Necessary Income
1950
$145
$6,999
N.A.
N.A.
1960
$170
$8,499
28,298
21.0%
1970
$300
$14,999
29,707
20.5%
1976
$400
$19,999
N.A.
21.0%
* Includes only income needed to make monthly payments, and
does not consider households which can make the
minimum down payment
SOURCES:
U.S. Census; Fi^t State Bank of Milwaukie
501
42%
39%
Materials, Permit Land Financing, Sales
Labor, Fees Acquisition Builder's Commission
Construction Profit
Costs
25 1
20
10 1
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20 EXISTING LAND USE MAPFigure
EXISTING ZONING MAP21Figure
17
22 ZONING COMPARED WITHLAND USE (in acres)
Zone
Single-Family
Residential
Streets, Waterways,
Railroads, Rights-
of-Way
Industrial
Farm & Forest
Commercial
Uses
Consistent
With Zone
21,298
(77%)
9,276
(70%)
2,482
(59%)
1,460
(85%)
Uses
Inconsistent
With Zone
601
(2%)
517
(4%)
77
(2%)
79
(4%)
Vacant
Land or
Buildings
5,652
(21%)
3,424
(26%)
1,619
(39%)
188
(11%)
Total
27,551
(100%)
16,915
13,217
(100%)
4,178
(100%)
1,727
(100%)
SOURCE:
Portland Bureau of Planning, 1977 Land Use Inventory
23 ASSESSED VALUES, 1977*
Zone
Commercial
Apartment
Industrial
Single-Family
Farm & Forest
Total
Average
Assessment
Per Acre
$513,842
$145,975
$133,300
$81,336
$734
Number
of Acres
1,727
4,505
13,217
27,551
4,178
Total
Assessment
($1000's)
$887,678
$657,730
$1,757,861
$2,231,631
$3,067
$5,537,967
* Includes both land and improvements.
Rivergate and Portland International
Airport not included.
SOURCES:
Multnomah County Tax Assessor's Office;
1977 Land Use Inventory of Portland
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TRANSPORTATION
• Since 1950, usage of the automobile has increased
while usage of other modes has decreased. Fig. 26
• Automobile usage is expected to increase.
• Since 1970, however, transit ridership has
increased over 70%, and is expected to continue
increasing.
• Many people in both the City and the suburbs do
not own automobiles. Fig. 27
• A significant number of these people also lack
access to public transportation. Fig. 28
• In the next five years, the Region will spend over
$ 5 0 0 million on transportat ion projects — 6 0 % of
it for completion of Interstate 2 0 5 . Fig. 29
• For the first t ime in three decades , publ ic transit
expendi tures make up a sizeable portion of the
Region's t ransportat ion budget .
21
27 HOUSEHOLDS WITH NOAUTOMOBILE AVAILABLE
Portland
S.M.S.A.
Suburbs
1960
25%
17%
9%
1970
2 3 %
14%
7%
SOURCE:
U.S. Census
28 TRANSPORTATIONHANDICAPPED POPULATION.1977
Portland
Outside Portland without driver's
license and without access to
transit
Outside Portland with other limitations
Total outside Portland
Total in Region
18,000
29,215
20,750
47,215
67,915
SOURCE:
Columbia Region Association of Governments
301
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Interstate Withdrawal
Traffic Projects
Interstate Withdrawal
Transit Projects
^TRANSPORTATION^
TITLE
DATE
1977
LEGEND
Interstate Traffic Projects
Interstate Transit Projects
Other Traffic Projects
Other Transit Projects
Federal Aid Urban Systerr
Traffic Projects
Federal Aid Urban System
Transit Projects
Projects Under
Construction
Minor Traffic/Transit
Improvements
SOURCE
Portland Bureau of
Planning
SOURCE
• RARedfem; From 1973
And 1974 Infra Red
Aerial Photographs
VEGETATIONFigure4
I TITLE
DATE
1977
LEGEND
Predominantly Deciduous
Trees
Mixed Tree Forest
Predominantly Coniferous
Or Evergreen Trees
HISTORICAL AREAS
"Reservation Options
For Portland Neighborhoods"
Alfred Staehli AIA, 1975
II
TITLE
DATE
1977
LEGEND
Historic Districts
Historic Conservation
Districts
Potential Historic
Conservation Districts
SOURCE-
32 DISOLVED OXYGEN LEVELS INPORTLAND HARBOR(milligrams per liter of water)
Oregon State
Standard
(Minimum)
Actual Levels
in Portland
Harbor
1957
5.0
0.8
1962
5.0
2.4
1967
5.0
2.4
1969
5.0
6.0
1973
5.0
5.9
1974
5.0
7.0
1975
5.0
6.3
SOURCE:
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
7.0 I
5.01
3.0 1
1.0 I
STATE STANDARD
1957 62 67 69 73 74 75
33 SOURCES OF WATERPOLLUTION, 1977
Source
Non-Point
Source *
Industry
Municipal
Sewage
Total
Percent
Contribution
46%
32%
22%
100%
* Such as storm water run-off and natural drainage.
SOURCE:
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality
100 •
U 50 •
0
PH
•
NON-POINT
SOURCE
INDUSTRY
MUNICIPAL
SEWAGE
Fi
gu
re
Fi
gu
re
M
ill
ig
ra
m
s 
Pe
r 
Li
ter
31
35 SOURCES OF AIR POLLUTION(short tons per year)
Motor
Vehicles
Industry
Space
Heating
Other
Total
Carbon
Monoxide
256,372
(99%)
255
364
1,814
(1%)
258,805
(100%)
Hydro-
carbons
35,171
(72%)
3,724
(8%)
7,566
(15%)
2,523
(5%)
48,984
(100%)
Nitrogen
Oxides
17,153
(79%)
1,811
(3%)
2,337
(11%)
492
(2%)
21,793
(100%)
Total
Suspended
Participates
2,005
(39%)
3,480
(48%)
1,302
(8%)
453
(6%)
7,240
(100%)
Sulfur
Oxides
1,072
(11%)
3,584
(38%)
4,702
(50%)
138
(1%)
9,496
(100%)
SOURCE:
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, Air Pollution
Emissions In ven tory for Multnom ah Coun ty, 1975
100 Other
Space
Heating
Industry
Motor
Vehicles
CO HC NOx TSP SOx
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CONSTRAINTS ON URBAN DEVELOPMENT
• In large areas of the City, development of vacant
land is restricted by landslide or flooding hazards.
Fig. 37
• Large areas of the City are potentially subject to
earthquake shock which could cause slippage,
settlement, rapid landslide or ground
displacement. Fig. 38
• The lack of water and sewer services restricts
development in some areas of the City. Fig. 39
• Due to geological and soil characteristics, some
areas of the City are not suited to wells and septic
tanks. Fig. 40
35
SEISMIC RESPONSE> ••• Iff IP I m
TITLE
DATE
1977
LEGEND
Moderate
Severe
Very Severe
Ground Displacement
Belts Area
SOURCE
• RARedfern
Slight limitation for
Septic Tank with
Caution That Ground
Water Could Become
Contaminated.
SEPTIC TANK LIMITSFigure
TITLE
DATE
1977
ILEGEND
Severe Limitation
Septic Tank
Absorbtion Fields
SOURCES:
• USDA
• Soil Conservation Service
39
42 COMPONENTS OF SCHOOLDISTRICT #1 BUDGET
School
District # 1
Budget
New
Construc-
tion
Teaching
Staff
Property
Tax Rate*
1950
$12,570,003
$4,663,601
2,153#
$12.38
1960
$28,751,458
$4,326,780
2,893
$7.10
1970
$64,438,486
$3,362,345
3,513
$9.98
1977
$107,636,980
$394,750
2,8621
$10.96
* Taxes per $1000 of assessed value, for both School District # 1 and
Portland Community College combined.
# 1953 data
t 1976 data
SOURCE:
School District No. 1
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Fi
gu
re44 SOURCES OF REVENUE FORCITY OF PORTLAND (in $1000 s)
Source
Property Tax
Licenses, Permits,
Service Charges,
Fees
Fines, Forfeits
Federal Sources
State Sources
Local Government
Sources
Sales
Interest
Miscellaneous
Total
1950
$8,988
(41.0%)
$3,959
(18.0%)
$670
(3.7%)
$1,228
(5.6%)
$3,658
(16.7%)
$342
(1.6%)
$3,092
(14.1%)
$21,937
1960
$14,871
(46.1%)
$6,967
(21.6%)
$1,208
(3.1%)
$2,695
(8.4%)
$5,007
(15.5%)
$648
(2.0%)
$842
(2.6%)
$32,238
1970
$26,475
(42.0%)
$13,738
(21.8%)
$1,939
(3.1%)
$1,466
(2.3%)
$7,686
(12.2%)
$7,898
(12.5%)
$1,801
(2.9%)
$2,013
(3.2%)
$63,016
1975
$31,152
(27.4%)
$25,811
(22.7%)
$35
(0.03%)
$25,178
(22.2%)
$9,923
(8.7%)
$1,392
(1.2%)
$12,355(11.1%)
$6,148
(5.4%)
$1,296
(1.1%)
$113,290
S O U R C E : City of Portland Annual Budgets
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ENERGY ZONES46
TITLE
DKTE
1977
LEGEND
Areas Near Transit,
Shopping and Jobs
Areas Near Transit &
Shopping or Transit &
Jobs
Areas Near Transit or
Shopping or Jobs
Other Areas in Portland
SOURCE
• Policy Development
Section, Portland
Bureau of Planning
45
1940
DATE
1977
1975 '200C)
URBAN GROWTHFigure
L:
^:
::.
:^
1960
47
AREAS
ANNEXATION STUDY
title
Date
1977
LEGEND
Possible Annexation
Area
Ultimate Service Area —
Columbia Blvd.
Treatment Plant and
Tryon Creek
SOURCE:
• Portland Bureau of Planning
49
Figure 17 Housing Costs and Household Income
Portland Bureau of Planning, Comprehensive Plan Section; based on Heal
Estate Trends in Portland (1977); information from other Portland Bureaus,
local banks, homebuilders, and realtors; 1977Land Use Inventory; and US
Department of Commerce Consumer Price Index.
Figure 18. Costs for Construction of the Same Single-Family House, 1955
and 1976
Sources same as Figure 17.
Figure 19 Households which can Afford New Single-Family Homes
Sources same as Figure 17.
LAND
Figure 20 1977 Land Use
Generalized from the 1977Land Use Inventory, Portland Bureau of Planning.
Figure 21 Existing Zoning
Generalized from the Zoning Map, approved by City Council. This map is not
a complete representation of zoning in Portland. For precise identification of
the zoning of a specific parcel of land, consult the Zoning Map at the Portland
Bureau of Planning.
Figure 22 Zoning Compared with Land Use
Portland Bureau of Planning, 1977Land Use Inventory.
Figure 23 Assessed Values, 1977
Portland Bureau of Planning, Program and Policy Analysis Section; based on
assessments of the Multnomah County Tax Assessor's Office.
Figure 24. Constraints on Development of Vacant Residentially Zoned Land
Portland Bureau of Planning, 1977land Use Inventory.
Figure 25. Vacant Industrial Land, 1977
Ibid.
TRANSPORTATION
Figure 26 Relative Usage of Transportation Modes in Portland
Portland Bureau of Planning, Transportation Planning Section.
Figure 27 Households with no Automobile Available
1960 data: 7960 Census Tracts, op.cit, Table H-2.
1970 data: 1970 Census Tracts, op.cit, Table H-2.
Figure 28 Transportation Handicapped Population, 1977
Columbia Region Association of Governments, Special Transportation Plan,
(Discussion Draft), July 1977.
NATURAL RESOURCES
Figure 30 Vegetation
R.A. Redfern, Portland Physiographic Inventory: A Study of the Physical
Environment and Implications to Planning and Development, prepared for the
Portland Bureau of Planning, December 10, 1976.
HISTORIC PRESERVATION
Figure 31 Historic Areas
Portland Bureau of Planning, Historical Preservation Staff.
AIR AND WATER QUALITY
Figure 32 Dissolved Oxygen Levels in Portland Harbor
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality.
Figure 33 Sources of Water Pollution, 1977
Ibid.
Figure 34 Natural Drainage System
US Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service; 1977 Land Use
Inventory; and Oregon Historical Society Map Collection.
Figure 35 Sources of Air Pollution
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, Air Pollution Emissions
Inventory for Multnomah County, 1975 computer printout.
Figure 36 Air Pollution
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, Air Quality Division.
CONSTRAINTS ON URBAN DEVELOPMENT
Figure 37 Flood and Landslide
US Army Corps of Engineers.
Figure 38 Seismic Response
R.A. Redfern, pp. cit.
Figure 39 Lack of Water and Sewer Service
Portland Bureau of Water and Portland Department of Public Works.
Figure 40 Septic Tank Limitations
US Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service.
Figure 29 Major Transportation Projects
Portland Bureau of Planning, Transportation Planning Section.
ALTERNATIVE
LAND USE PLANS
51
DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVE
LAND USE PLANS
ALTERNATIVE I
Strategy
Continue current land use and development policies
that promote a concentration of activity near the center
of the city and lower density activity in the surrounding
areas. Promote a slight growth in population, housing
and jobs within the city.
Land Use and Development Policies
1. Concentrate commercial and office uses within the
downtown area.
2. Concentrate apartment housing near the downtown
area.
3. Locate general commercial uses along major streets
radiating from downtown.
4. Locate industrial uses along the Willamette and
Columbia Rivers near rail lines.
5. Locate single family housing throughout the rest of
the city with high density (R5) single family housing
near the center of the city and low density (R20)
single family housing near the periphery.
Advantages
• The continuation of existing zoning will assure that
the potential use of land will not change from what it
was at purchase.
• The continuation of existing zoning and the lack of
significant population growth will limit expansion of
apartment, commercial and industrial uses into
residential areas now zoned for single family housing.
• The higher density apartment and commercial areas
near the downtown will be provided with good
transit service to downtown.
• A limited growth in city population will reduce the
need for major new capital facilities in the developed
areas of the city. Attention could then be directed
toward bringing the existing facilities that do not
meet minimum standards (such as streets without
curbs or sidewalks) up to a uniform city standard.
Disadvantages
• The continuation of existing zoning will limit changes
of inappropriately zoned areas.
• Some single family housing in apartment, commer-
cial and industrial zones will deteriorate and be
replaced by new development conforming with the
zone designation.
• New home construction will continue at a low rate.
Much of the vacant single family residential land will
remain unused.
• The new construction that does occur will be located
at the edges of the city. Therefore major new capital
improvements will be required to provide these areas
with water mains, sewers and streets.
ALTERNATIVE E
Strategy
Maintain the city's share of the region's people and jobs
by promoting an increase in population and the number
of commercial jobs. Promote high density apartments
and commercial uses at transit centers and corridors.
Develop an electric transit system along these corridors
to provide clean, quiet transit service.
Land Use and Development Policies
1. Create high-density apartment and commercial
centers:
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Disadvantages
• Substantial changes in the zoning map will be made.
The transition from current to future land use patterns
could be difficult.
• The establishment of the centers and corridors will
require some demolition of existing uses and rebuild-
ing to new, higher density uses.
• The new commercial and apartment corridors and
centers will require substantial capital investments
in order to provide adequate water and sewer
services to these areas. This will leave less money
available for:
a. the extension of facilities at the periphery of
the city
b. the maintenance or improvement of existing
facilities.
ALTERNATIVE m
Strategy
Promote higher density single family housing and lower
density apartments in order to provide housing more
suitable for families and homeowners. Make more land
available for industrial use to increase the number of
higher paying industrial jobs.
Land Use and Development Policies
1. Change the high density (AO) and medium density
(Al) apartment zones to the low density (A2.5)
apartment zone. High density (AO) and medium
density (Al) apartments would continue to be
allowed in the Northwest and downtown as provided
for through recently adopted plans. Al and AO
residential densities would also still be allowed in
C2 zones.
2. Change the medium density (R7) single family zone
to high density (R5) single family zone.
3. Change the zone on large parcels of vacant land to
industrial zones when the parcel is
a. at least one acre in size
b. within one block of a rail line or of the intersection
of two interstate freeways or of other regional
traffic or transit ways
c. free from natural constraints to development
4. Retain all other existing zoning.
5. Change provisions of the zoning code
a. in single family (R) zones:
i. to permit construction of homes on smaller,
substandard lots.
ii. to permit houses meeting all other zoning
standards to share a common wall in lieu of side
setbacks.
iii. to encourage cluster development on vacant
land with natural constraints to building.
iv. to provide ways for owners of existing housing
to obtain help with payments and maintenance
by adding one rental unit.
v. to permit mobile home parks where
appropriate.
vi. to permit limited neighborhood commercial
activity where appropriate.
b. in apartment (A2.5) zones:
i. to permit construction of individually owned
row housing.
c. in industrial zones:
i. to restrict non-industrial (commercial, residen-
tial and institutional) uses.
ALTERNATIVE LAND USE
PLANS51Figure
3TECHNICAL
APPENDIX
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TECHNICAL APPENDIX
Table of Gontents
Section I . Numeric Descr ipt ion of the Al te rna t ives 56-70
This sec t ion provides a complete numeric desc r ip t ion of the three a l t e r n a t i v e land
use p l a n s . The desc r ip t i on i s divided in to th ree major c a t ego r i e s : popula t ion ,
housing, and j o b s .
Section I I : Population Estimate Methodology 71-73
This sec t ion provides a b r i e f de sc r ip t i on of the model and the assumptions used to
estimate population for the year 2000 in each of the three alternatives.
Section III : The Worksheets
The worksheets explain the logic and show the mathematics used to generate the
complete Numeric Description of the Alternatives. Worksheets exist for Bousing,
Employment and Land Use. Housing (A) and Employment (B) worksheets are included
here. Because of their length and complexity, the land use worksheets are included
in a separate report.
Section IV: Detailed Evaluation of the Alternatives:
Assumptions, Data
Process,
90-106
This section describes the process, assumptions and data used to evaluate how
effectively the three Alternative Land Use Plans meet qualities associated with the
city's liveability. This list of qualities does not, and cannot, include all the
qualities which people consider important. The qualities effected by many factors,
of which the land use pattern is not always the most influential. A shortened form
of this evaluation has been included in The City Planner (see "Sane Qualities"),
which can be found in the pocket facing page 54 of this document.
Except where noted, all data is taken directly frcm the Numeric Description of the
Alternatives (Section I) or the Worksheets (Section III). Unless otherwise noted,
all estimates were made by Bureau of Planning staff.
Section V: Summary Results of the 1976 Land Use and Vacant Land Inventory. 107-117
Before beginning the Comprehensive Plan process, the Bureau of Planning conducted a
complete inventory of the existing use of land. This section includes seven tables
which summarize the results.
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Page P-2
Population 35-44
% of Population 35 - 44
Population 45-64
% of Population 45-64
Population 65 and Over
% of Population 65 and Over
Population: Labor Force Characteristics
Total Employable Population (Population
15 and over)
Total Drployed
Year 2000
I
58,573
15%
97,649
25%
49,906
13%
322,014
194,384
Year 2000
II
64,214
15%
106,455
24%
51,649
12%
352,409
213,939
Year 2000
III
59,956
14%
101,983
24%
49,540
12%
335,716
202,880
1975
32,692
9%
83,227
22%
57,134
15%
1970
296,246
156,299
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Page P-4
35-44 Age Group
Total Population
% of Population Employed
Total Employed
45 - 64 Age Group
Total Population
% of Population Diployed
Total Employed
Year 2000
I
58,573
77%
45,101
97,649
70.8%
69,135
Year 2000
II
64,214
77%
49,445
106,456
70.8%
75,371
Year 2000
III
59,956
77%
46,166
101,983
70.8%
72,204
1970
35,363
70.9%
25,077
90,607
66.5%
60,224
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City Employment and Jobs:
Total Population
Population 15 & Over
(Employable Population)
Total Employed
Number of Residents
Employed Who Work in
the City
% Residents Employed
Who Work in the City
Number of Residents
Employed Who Work
Outside the City
% Residents Deployed
Who Work Outside the
City
i
Total Number of Jobs
Residents employed in
the City as a % of
Total Jobs in the City
General Characteristics
Year 2000
I
397,380
322,014
194,384
122,462
63%
71,922
37%
308,177
39.73%
Year 2000
II
440,276
352,409
213,939
134,782
63%
79,157
37%
324,996
41.5%
Year 2000
III
428,506
335,716
202,880
148,102
73%
54,778
27%
313,441
47.3%
Page J-l
1970
382,619
296,246
156,299
113,629
72.7%
42,241
27.3%
239,795
47.3%
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City Employment and Jobs:
Total Number of Semi-
Public & Institution-
al Jobs
% of Jobs in Semi-
Public & Institu-
tional
Total Number of Public
Jobs
% of Jobs in Public
Breakdown of Jobs by Category (cont.
Year 2000
I
30,292
9.83%
57,212
18.56%
Year 2000
II
29,265
9.0%
59,070
18.2%
)
Year 2000
III
28,482
9.1%
57,491
18.3%
Page J-3
1970
18,681
7.8%
37,164
15.5%
City Housing Characteristics
Total Population
Average Persons Per
Household
Persons Per Household
in Single Family
Persons Per Household
in Multi Family
Total Housing Units
Number of Housing Units
in Single Family
% of Housing Units in
Single Family
Number of Housing Units
in Multi Family
% of Housing Units
in Multi Family
Total Occupied Units
Number of Occupied Units
in Single Family
Number of Occupied Units
in Multi Family
Year 2000
I
397,380
2.3
2.73
1.62
171,666
104,098
60.6%
67,568
i
39.4%
166,727
102,537
64,190
Year 2000
II
440,276
2.34
2.99
1.53
187,453
101,899
54.4%
85,554
45.6%
181,647
100^371
81,276
Paqe H-l
Year 2000
III
428,506
2.38
2.76
1.67
178,664
114,653
64.2%
64,011
35.8%
173,743
112,933
60,810
1970
382,619
2.56
2.97
1.67 )
152,043
101,871
67.0%
50,172
33.0%
145,082
99,131
45,951
65
67
Cit^L Housing Characteristics
Tbtal Number of 3-Person
Households
3-Person Households as a
% of Tbtal Occupied Units
Year 2000
I
55,020
33.0%
Year 2000
II
62,668
34.5%
Paae
Year 2000
III
62,271
35.8%
. H-3
1970
54,699
37.7%
City Housing Characteristics: Single Family Housing Characteristics
Average Persons Per Household in
Single Family
Number of People In Single
Family Housing Units
Tbtal Number of Single Family
Units
% of Tbtal Housing Units in
Single Family Units
Tbtal Number of Single Family
Occupied Units
% of Tbtal Occupied Units In
Single Family Units
2.73
279,705
104,098
60.6%
102,537
61.5%
2.99
300,312
101,899
54.42
100,371
55.3%
2.76
311,695
114,653
64.2%
112,933
65.0%
2.97
294,419
101,871
67.0%
99,131
68.0%
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Page H-5
Total Loss of Existing (1977)
Single Family Units
Total New Single Family Units
Year 2000
I
" 1567
3,672
Year 2000
II
9400
9306
Year 2000
III
1764
14,424
1970
City Housing Characteristics: Multi-family Housing Characteristics
Average Persons Per Household
in Multi-family Units
Number of People in Multi-family
Units
Total Number of Multi-family
Units
% of Total Occupied Units
in Multi-family
Total Number of Multi-Family
Owner Occupied Units
Total 1-Person Households in
Multi-Family Units
1.62
103,776
67,568
38.5%
3,209
36,543
1.53
124,554
85,554
44.7%
4,064
48,985
1.67
101,553
64,011
35.8%
2,900
32,866
1.67
76,738
50,172
33.0%
3,397
25,586
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Section II
Population Estimate Methodology
The population estimates for each of the
three land use plans were made using the
Cohort Component Projection Methodology.
These projections were coupleted by Peter Man
of the Portland State University Center for
Population Research and Census.
The Cohort Component Model: The Cohort
Component Model has four parameters: base
population, survival rates, fert i l i ty rates,
and migration. This model is used because i t
allows the migration factor to be isolated
while, at the same time, allowing the use of
dependable data for base population, survival
rates and fert i l i ty rates.
The model works as follows:
1. A base population for each age/sex
cohort is derived from 1970 Federal
Census Information.
2. Age-specific fert i l i ty rates for
women in the child-bearing ages (in
this study, 15 years to 44 years)
is estimated using an average
derived from Multnomah County Birth
Records 1969-1970.
3. The number of women in each child-
bearing cohort by that cohort's
fer t i l i ty rate is multiplied to
estimate how many babies will be
born to women in that cohort during
the year.
4. The estimated births are summed.
5. Age/sex-specific survival rates are
estimated (averages derived frcm
Multnomah County records) for the
current year for each cohort,
including 0-1 years for newly-born
babies.
6. The number of people in each cohort
is multiplied by that cohort's
survival rate to estimate how many
of that cohort will s t i l l be living
next year.
7. The survivors of all cohorts are
summed to determine expected
population for next year under
natural change conditions.
8. Net migration is estimated by
age/sex cohort.
9. Migrants are added (or subtracted)
to expected "natural" population, to
determine total estimated population
for the next year.
With the help of computers for calculating and
storing information, the result is an estimate
of population and the age/sex composition of
that population at five year intervals, in
this case fran 1975-2000.
The Application of the Method for the Three
Alternatives
For each of the three land use plans, the
migration factor was altered. The fertility
rate was varied slightly, in Alternative III.
The base population and survival rates
remained the same.
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Alternative III
Migration; Based on capacity developnent of
existing zoning, Alternative III adds 4f750
new people each five years. The new people
were assigned age and sex characteristics
as in Alternative II and III from the
1970 Census data.
Fertility Rates: Alternative III gradually
increases the birth rate between 1990-2000
until it reaches replacement level of 2.11
at the year 2000. This assumption was made
because sane of the new housing available
would be geared to meeting the requirements
of people with children.
Alternative III Summary of Assumptions and
Results
"Medium"
Birth City
Rates Migration Population
1975
1980
1985
1990
1995
2000
1.95
1.95
1.95
2.00
2.05
2.11
-8000
+4750
+4750
+4750
+4750
+4750
379,403
390,353
399,970
408,689
417,718
428,506
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* indicate numbers which are set prior to
calculations as follows:
o All population numbers (total, under 65,
65 and over, and 19 and under) were
calculated by multiplying the number of
people in each category, by 96.5%, to net
out people who live not in housing units but
in institutions. This figure was based on
information from the 1970 Census of
Population and Housing. The number of
people in each category was derived as
described in the Population section. (Sec.
II, pp. 71-73)
o The occupancy rate for housing (used in 1-
A and 3-C) is the complement of the vacancy
rate. The vacancy rate has been set at a
general overage of 1.5% of all single family
units (including rowhouses in Alternative
III) and 5% of all multi-family units.
o The following numbers were set at or close
to 1970 levels, as reported in the 1970
Census of Population and Housing, because it
was assumed they would not vary, or would vary
independently of the differences among the
alternatives:
a) % of 65+ household population that
are heads of households (1-B)
b) % of heads of households 65 and over
that live in households with two or more
people (1-B)
c) % of occupied single family
(including row housing in Alternative
III) and multi-family housing that is
owner occupied.
Instructions
1. I: Estimate based on past trends and
population composition and enter at 1-F and 2-
C.
II: Calculate from available numbers
after completing 1-B. Enter at 1-F and 2-C.
Ill: Set at 1975 level and enter at 1-F, 2-
C and 3-B.
2. I & III: Calculate and enter at 1-B (Occ.
HU = # all heads of HH)
II: Enter fron 1-B (Occ. HU = # all heads
of HH)
3. I: Estimate based on past trends and
enter at 2-C.
II: Estimate based on a significant
acceleration of trend towards apartments and
enter on 2-C.
Ill: Estimate at close to 1975 levels and
enter at 2-C.
4. Calculate and enter at 2-A.
5. I: Calculate and check that (a)
appropriate to past construction trends and
(b) can be accommodated in current zoning as
calculated in land use work sheets.
II: Calculate and check that can be
accomodated on available land as calculated in
land use work sheets.
Ill: Calculate and check that can be
accomodated in current zoning as calculated in
land use work sheets.
77
15. I: Calculate and check that close to
but lower than 1975 levels.
II: Average persons per households in
single family should be equal to or slightly
higher than 1970 levels. Set first to
calculate persons per household in three
plus person households in single family.
Calculate average for multi family using
available numbers.
Ill: Calculate and check that close to
1975 levels but higher than alternative I.
16. Ill: IM, SF = number of units
estimated to be built on substandard lots
in single family zonesr based on the Bureau
of Planning, 1976 Vacant Land Analysis.
17. Ill: IM, MF = new row houses
estimated to be built in apartment zones,
calculated at 60% of all new housing
construction in apartment zones.
18. Ill: Set at 1975 levels.
19. Ill: Calculate frcm available numbers
and check that approximately half way
between average persons per household for
SF** and MF**.
20. Ill: Enter from 3-A.
ASF:
MF:
ALL:
D
S F :
MF:
ALL:
# OCC. HU
ICC, 551
% OF S F :
X
P/HH:
1 PHH
# OCC. HU
+•
% OF MF:
* X
P/HH 1
T ~ 2 PHH
% = r
5b.-/5 5b, 5 4 5 ! ^'-07
% OWNER
OCC'D
#OWNER
OCC'D HU
X
X S ^
3 -f PHH
k OF ALL
3+ PHH
P/HH
P/HH
MF
ALL OCC.
HU
% OWNER
OCC'D, ALL
= 50-51
% OF ALL
OCC. HU
P/HH, ALL:
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% = ##%
SF:
MF:
8
D
S F :
MF:
ALL:
# OCC. HU
ALL: &LV47
% OF SF:
X
P/HH:
% OF MF:
X
P/HH
4^/4 1 PHII
% = #
)jf 2 PHH
#
1
# OCC. HU % OWNEROCC'D
8 1
#OWNER
OCC'D HU
x
ALL OCC.
HU
% OWNER
OCC'D, ALL
ALTERNATIVE T L PAGE 2
3 + PHH
# % OF ALL
3+ PHH
P/HH, % OF ALL
S F ^ T OCC. HU
P/HH
MF
P/HH, ALL:
# OCC. HU
1 PHH
% =
2 PHH
#
V 3 + PHH
% =• # % OF ALL
3+ PHH
&£5 7333 - 11.77^
x
c
P/HH,
SF ;
% OF ALL
OCC. HU
P/HH
MF
•¥
P/FIH, ALL:
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SF:
MF:
ALL:
% OF S F :
X
P/HH:
% OF MF:
X
P/HH
85
Section III
B. EMPLOYMENT WORKSHEETS
Introduction
• indicates numbers which are set prior to
calculations, as follows:
o See Population Section III, pp. 71-73 for an
explanation of the population estimate.
Employable population is everyone in the age
group listed.
o The % of each age group that is employed was
estimated based on past trends as reported
in the 1950, 1960f and 1970's Census of
Population.
o The employment rate is the complement of the
unemployment rate, which was set at an
average of 5%.
o Employees per acre was estimated based on
trends as established by Bureau of Planning
calculations for 1965 and 1976. Employee
density for commercial use in Alternative II
is derived from separate employee density
figures for the centers and for other
commercial areas, as shown in the land use
worksheets. Employee density for public and
semi-public uses is applied only to new uses
in order to net out the affect of current
low-density uses such as colleges and parks.
Existing jobs in public and semi-public use
are Bureau of Planning estimates.
In addition, for Alternative I, jobs were
derived prior to calculations as follows:
Jobs were projected by land-use classification
following the assumption that the average
growth rate experienced in each class between
1960 and 1975 would remain constant until
2000. The number of existing jobs in 1960,
1970 and 1975 upon which growth rates were
calculated are Bureau of Planning estimates.
In Alternatives II and III, commercial and
industrial jobs are calculated using acreages
derived frcm the land use worksheets, as
shown. Public and semi-public jobs were
derived prior to calculations as follows:
Public and Semi-Public jobs were projected
under the assumption that the increase in the
number of jobs in each of the two classes
between 1975 and 2000 would maintain the same
ratio to projected population increase 1975-
2000 as the ratio found between the increase
in the number of jobs 1960 to 1975 and the
increase in population 1960 to 1975.
Light Industrial, Heavy Industrial, and
Commercial jobs are projected as the result of
calculating expected land-use conversions
resulting frcm policies of the Alternative and
applying employee density figures to the
resulting acres in use for each job class.
Employee densities are Bureau projections
based on a modification of trends exhibited
between 1965 and 1975.
To check that the total number of jobs
resulting for Alternatives II and III was
appropriate, an independent estimate of total
jobs was developed as follows:
15 - 19 20 - 34 35 - 44 45 - 64 65+
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EMPLOYABLE.
POPULATION**
% EMPLOYED
EMPLOYED
POPULATION
TOTAL
EMPLOYED
POPULATION
^?7y/^-P 88 776
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% OF TOTAL
JOBS
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c. a times b
d. estimate of percent of multi-family housing
units at least 2 blocks from a major traffic
street
e. number of people living in multi-family units
f. d times e
g. c plus f
h. Total population
i. g divided by h
3. Fewest pedestrian accidents
a. 100%
b. percent of people living away from major
streets (from previous calculation)
c. a minus b
d. estimate of percent of traffic that will be
on major streets
e. c times d
4. Most children living within walking distance
of public schools
a. estimate of percent of single-family housing
units within 10 blocks of existing public
schools
Alternative I
c. 210,713
, d. .40
 e. 104,630
f. 41,852
g. 252,565
h. 397,379
i. 64%
3. 3
a. 100%
b. 64%
c. 36%
d. 50%
e. .18
4. 2
a. 60
Alternative II
c. 255,093
d. .35
e. 125,978
f. 44,092
g. 299,185
h. 440,276
i. 68%
3. 2
a. 100%
b. 68%
c. 32%
d. 60%
e. .19
4. 3
a. 70
{Alternative III
|c. 233,771
Id. .60
e. 101,553
f. 294,703
g. 294,703
h. 428,506
i. 69%
3. 1
a. 100%
b. 69%
c. 31%
d. 40%
e. .12
4. 1
a. 75
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6. Greatest opportunity for racial integration in
neighborhoods and schools
Alternative III spreads new housing construction
out over a wide area and provides the greatest
mix of types of single-family housing by encour-
aging low-cost alternatives such as rowhouses and
houses on small lots. Alternative II concen-
trates new housing along transit streets and in
centersf and does not create much new housing
opportunities in the rest of the city. Alter-
native I tends to continue the existing patterns
of neighborhood and school segregation.
7. Most people caring about their neighborhood
Many factors that differ from person to person
influence the concern and comiitmsnt residents
feel for their neighborhoods, including length
of time living in the neighborhood; neighborhood
amenities such as parks, trees, street lighting;
quality and location of schools. Although not^
universally true, home ownership tends to be
highly correlated with a strong corinittment to
the neighborhood and concern for neighbors. Al-
ternative III provides for the highest owner-
occupancy rate and best encourages the intangible
qualities that contribute to neighborhood
awareness. Alternative I has the second highest *
owner-occupancy rate and promotes a continuity
in many existing neighborhoods which is con-
ducive to neighborhood awareness. Alternative
II has both the lowest owner-occupancy rate
and the least potential for encouraging a strong
camiittment to one's neighborhood.
Alternative I Alternative II tviternative II]
6. 3 6. 2 6. 1
7. 17. 37. 2
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e. relative density of multi-family uses
(units/acre divided by units/acre in
Alternative I)
f. relative value* of multi-family uses
(dollars of assessed value/acre divided by
dollars of assessed value/acre for single-
family use)
g. d times e times f
h. acres in commercial use
i. relative density of commercial uses
(employees/acre in Alternative I)
j. relative value of commercial uses (dollars
of assessed value/acre divided by dollars
of assessed value for single family use)
k, h times i times j
1. acres in industrial use
m. relative density of industrial uses
(employees/acre divided by employees/acre
in Alternative I)
n. relative value of industrial uses (dollars
of assessed value/acre divided by dollars
of assessed value for single-family use)
o. 1 times m times n
•relative values were calculated by Bureau
of Planning staff, based on 1976 assessments
by the Tax Assessor's Office, Multnomah
County
Alternative I
e. 1
f. 1.79*
g. 3,525
h. 3588
i. 1
j. 6.32*
k. 22,676
1. 5683
m. 1
n. 1.64*
o. 9320
Alternative II (alternative III
e. 1.143
f. 1.79*
g. 4,466
h. 3467
i. 1.107
j. 6.32*
k. 24,256
1. 5850
m. 1.043
n. 1.64*
o. 10,007
e. .953
f. 1.79*
g. 3,335
h. 2,701
i. 1
j. 6.32*
k. 17,070
1. 7386
m. 1.091
n. 1.64*
o. 13,215
97
leading to downtown. Alternative III offers
no major new competition to downtown for
work, shopping or entertainment, but could
make access to downtown difficult both for
those who depend on transit and for those
driving their own cars.
INCREASE TOE CITY'S SHARE OF REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT
1. Highest percent of the region's population
living in the city
a. total population in the city in 2000
b. total population in the region in 2000
c. a divided by b
2. Highest percent of the region's jobs located
in the city
a. total number of jobs in the city in 2000
b. total number of jobs in the region in 2000
c. a divided by b
KEEP HOUSING COSTS AS LOW AS POSSIBLE
1. Lowest average monthly payment for new single-
housing units
a. number of new single-family housing units
built on lots served with city water and
Alternative I
1. 3
a. 397,379
b. 1,608,000
c. 24.7%
2. 3
a. 308,177
b. 900,000
c. 34.2%
1. 3
a. 3002
Alternative II
1. 1
a. 440,276
b. 1,608,00
c. 27.4%
2. 1
a. 324,996
b. 900,000
c. 36.1%
1. 2
a. 6349
(Alternative III]
1
1. 2
a. 1,608,000
b. 1,608,000
c. 26.7%
2. 2
a. 313,441
b. 900,000
c. 34.8%
1. 1
a. 9309
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3. Most neighborhoods offering a choice of housing
types suitable to various incomesf family sizes
and ages
Alternative III provides the greatest opportun-
ity for integrating a range of housing densities
especially since it promotes new kinds of de-
velopment such as rowhouses. This range would
allow an individual or family to stay within a
neighborhood even when moving to a different
type of housing. Alternative I continues the
existing mix of housing types, but does not
encourage use of currently vacant lots. Al-
ternative II tends to separate housing types
by concentrating high-density uses along cor-
ridors and keeping lower density development
away from major streets.
4. Greatest availability of low-cost housing
a. number of multi-family housing units
b. number of high-density single-family housinc
units
c. a plus b
d. total number of housing units
e. c divided by d
f. number of existing single-family housing
units
g. number of existing multi-family housing
units
h. f plus g
i. h divided by d
j. e plus i
5. Lowest property tax rate per household
Alternative I
3. 2
4. 1
a. 64,190
b. 227
c. 64,417
d. 171,666
e. .375
f. 100,445
g. 59,291
h. 159,736
i. .931
j. 1.316
5. 2
Alternative II puternative III
3. 3
4. 2
a. 81,276
b. 933
c. 82,214
d. 187,453
c. .439
f. 92,750
g. 59,934
h. 152,684
i. .815
j. 1.254
5. 1
3. 1
4. 3
a. 60,810
b. 2395
c. 63,205
d. 178,664
c. 63,205
f. 100,229
g. 59,259
h. 159,488
i. .893
j. 1.247
5. 3
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b. approximate percent of cost paid by those
who directly benefit from the service
c. a times b
d. estimated cost for water (from above)
e. approximate percent of cost paid by those
who directly benefit from the service
f. d times e
g. c plus f
h. a plus d
i. g divided by h
PROVIDE ADEQUATE PERSONAL TRANSPORTATION
1. Most people who depend on transit (such as
elderlyf handicapped, and those without an
automobile) living near frequent transit
service
a. estimate of percent of single-family
housing units within 5 blocks of a major
transit street
b. estimate of percent of transit dependent
people living in single-family units
c. a times b
d. estimate of percent of multi-family
housing units within 5 blocks of a major
transit street
Alternative I
b. .40
c. 114,200,000
d. 47,000,000
e. .80
f. 37,600,000
g. 151,800,000
h. 332,500,000
i. 45.7%
1. 2
Alternative II Alternative II
b. .40
c. 157,400,000
d. 52,000,000
e. .80
f. 41,600,000
g. 199,000,000
h. 332,500,000
i. 44.7%
1. 1
a. .35
b. .20
c. .07
d. .65
a. .25
b. .10
e. .025
d. .75
b. .40
c. 119,000,00
d. 49,000,000
e. .80
f. 39,200,000
g. 158,200,00
. 346,500,00
i. 45.7%
1. 3
a. .35
b. .25
c. .0875
d. .45
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2. Lowest levels of water pollution
a. number of acres of unbuilt land
b. total number of acres in the city
c. a divided by b
IMPROVE ENERGY CONSERVATION
1. Least energy used per person for space heating
a. total number of new single family housing
units
b. average size of new single family housing
units (square feet)
c. a times b
d. persons per household in single family
housing units
e. a times d
f. c divided by e
g. energy efficiency index
h. f times g
i . percent of total housing stock in new
single-family units
j . h times i
k. total number of new multi-family housing
units
Alternative I (Alternative II Alternative II
2. 1
a. 4420
b. 68,150
c. 6.5%
1. 2
a. 3653
b. 1700
2. 2
a. 2985
b. 68,150
c. 4.4%
1. 1
a. 9781
b. 1600
2. 3
a. 1800
b. 68,150
c. 2.6%
1. 3
a. 14,424
b. 1500
. 6,210,100 c. 15,649,(c
d. 2.73
e. 9973
f. 623
g. 1
h. 623
i. .02
j. 12.5
k. 8280
c. 0C
d. 2.99
e. 29245
f. 535
g. 1
h. 535
i. .05
j. 26.8
k. 25,595
) c. 21,636,00
d. 2.76
e. 39810
f. 543
g. 1
h. 543
i. .08
j. 43.4
k. 4,752
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bb. z times aa
cc. percent of total housing stock in existing
single-family units
dd. bb times cc
ee. total number of existing multi-family
housing units
ff. average size of existing multi-family
housing units (square feet)
gg. ee times ff
hh. persons per household in multi-family
housing
ii. ee times hh
jj. gg divided by ii
kk. energy efficiency index
11. jj times kk
mm. percent of total housing stock in existing
multi-family units
nn. 11 times mm
oo. total space heatin efficiency rating j
plus t plusdd plus nn
2. Least energy used per person for transportation
a. estimate of percent of trips taken by
transit
Alternative I
bb. 616
cc. .59
dd. 363.4
ee. 59,291
ff. 800
gg. 47,432,800
hh. 1.62
ii. 96,051
jj. 494
kk. .46
11. 227
mm. .34
nn. 74.9
oo. 464.4
2. 2
a. 18%
Alternative II alternative II
bb. 606 Ibb. 608
cc. .50 cc. .57
dd. 303
ee. 59,934
ff. 800
dd. 346.6
ee. 59,259
ff. 800
gg. 47,947,200^gg. 47,407,200
hh. 1.54 hh. 1.67
ii. 92,298
jj. 519
kk. .46
11. 239
mm. .31
nn. 74.1
oo. 432.2
2. 1
a. 20%
ii. 98,963
jj. 479
kk. .45
11. 216
mm. .32
nn. 69.1
oo. 468.8
2. 3
a. 12%
107
Table Total City Acreage by Zone and Land Use
LAND USE
Agricultural
Single Family
Duplex
Multi-Family
Commercial
Light & General
Industry
Heavy Industry
Public
Semi-Public &
Institutional
Utilities
Other: Streets,
Waterways, &
Railroad R/Ws
Vacant Land
Vacant Buildings
TOTAL ACRES
FF
752
78
0
0
0
9
C
239
490
49
1618
1
4238
R20
367
403
0
9
21
1
9
818
241
1
1572
1
3444
RIO
216
1679
23
7
55
52
2
4484
447
24
2535
8
9512
R7
37
1737
11
74
23
2
40
761
110
3
699
2
3500
R5
c
8306
102
84
52
7
2,
1417
264
16
819
15
11095
A2.5
6
1602
248
508
33
6
4
141
216
4
309
10
3088
Al
0
374
69
297
25
4
1
197
57
2
95
13
1134
AO
0
38
8
74
32
1
0
68
32
2
24
1
282
C5
5
0
0
1
4
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
10
C4
0
8
1
2
15
1
0
3
935
0
3
1
35
C2
28
199
18
136
768
50
8
137
58
18
1 RR
21
1599
Cl
0
2
0
0
60
1
0
14
1
1
2
2
8 5
M4
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
n
n
0
0
?
M3
132
99
32
59
451
160
45
3237
?1
40
396
29
4702
M2
165
92
6
21
529
842
427
???
13
82S
33
3208
Ml
_16
12
0
1
134
955
1600
8
21 ?^
15
S3n<^
*
Other
16915
TOTAL
ACRES
1733.
14629.
499.
1277.
2201.
2093.
2137.
12926.
. 1961.
443.
16915.
11184.
153.
68152.
TOTALS WERE CALCULATED PRIOR TO ROUNDING
Source: 1977 Land Use Inventory
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TABLE 3 109
SUMMARY OF UNRESTRICTED RESIDENTIAL VACANT LAND
CATEGORY
LAND WITH ALL SERVICES AND NO RESTRICTIONS
LAND WITH WATER SERVICES BUT NO SEWER AND
NO RESTRICTIONS
R2Q
ACRES ! UNITS
62.7 129
12.4 20
IAND WITH NO SERVICES AND NO RESTRICTIONS 9.0 16
RIO
ACRES
121.0
51.2
UNITS
436
ACRES
119.4
188
1.5
2.0
623 336.3 ; 2,682
11 12.8 I 93
; TOTAL 84.1 165 173.7 629 121.4 634 348.9 j 2,782
R7 R5
UNITS ACRES UNITS
5 .8 7
TABLE 4
Page 1 RESTRICTED VACANT RESIDENTIAL LAND: ACREAGE BY TYPE AND ZONE
111
SERVICES
ISfO WATER
OR
SEWER
0
WATER
ONLY
1
WATER
AND
SEWER
2
0
1
2
RESTRICTIONS
IANDSLIDE HAZARD
NATURAL RESTRICTIONS ~
NATURAL RESTRICTIONS —
SUBSTANDARD LOTS
TOTAL
LANDSLIDE HAZARD
NATURAL RESTRICTIONS —
NATURAL RESTRICTIONS —
SUBSTANDARD LOTS
TOTAL
LANDSLIDE HAZARD
NATURAL RESTRICTIONS —
NATURAL RESTRICTIONS —
SUBSTANDARD LOTS
TOTAL
FINAL TOTALS
STREETS
FUBLICLY OWNED
TOTAL
STREETS
PUBLICLY OWNED
TOTAL
STREETS
PUBLICLY OWNED
TOTAL
FINAL TOTALS STREETS
PUBLICLY
1
2+
1
2+
1
2+
OWNED
ACRES
291.5
141.0
15.3
. 1
447.9
49.1
166.6
69.6
9.2
294.5
393.4
69.5
98.3
5.4
566.6
1,308.9
33.9
-
33.9
1.5
1.1
2.7
6.5
2 .3
8.8
42.0
3.4
R20
UNITS
446
23
1
762
90
310
93
18
511
115
131
115
372
i
1 1,645
—
-
-
-
-
-
-
_
—
ACRES
261.9
132.2
2.6
-
396.7
231.4
182.7
125.7
12.3
552.1
591.4
418.0
171.5
66.8
1,247.6
2,196.5
33.4
-
33.4
14.2
8.3
22.5
32.1
14.4
46.5
79.7
22.7
R10
UNITS
1,137
b74
11
-
1,722
90
310
93
27
520
2,259
131
409
442
• 3,241
! 5,483
j —
-
j _
-
-
;
;
! -
—
ACRES
26.6
—
-
-
26.6
51.7
4.9
.29
9.4
66.3
181.6
120.7
97.0
78.6
471.1
564.0
-
-
.09
-
.09
9.7
16.8
26.5
9.8
16.8
R7
UNITS
-
—
—
\ -
-
259
25
1
84
369
952
469
357
435
i 2,213
2,582
-
-
-
-
-
ACRES
-
—
-
-
-
7.4
-
5.3
12.8
123.8
94.0
47.1
182.9
447.8
460.6
-
-
.7
.7
11.6
18.5
30.1
11.6
19.2
R5
; UNITS
-
—
-
-
-
: 47
-
91
138
996
; 650
293
236
•2,175
2,313
-
—
I —
-
-
1
i -
j -
—
TABLE 5
SUBSTANDARD RESIDENTIAL LOTS BY TYPE AND ZONE
113
SERVICES
NO WATER
OR
SEWER
WATER ONLY
WATER
AND
SEWER
TOTAL
ACRES
TOTAL
LOTS
AVERAGE
LOT SIZE
(square
feet)
ACRES
LOTS
ACRES
LOTS
ACRES
LOTS
ZONES
R20
.137
1
9.192
29
5.43
20
14.759
50
12,858
RIO
-
12.309
99
66.763
672
79.072
771
4,467 |
1
1
1
R7
9.416
90
78.598
807
88.014
897
4,274
R5
-
-
5.34
147
182.935
2,070
188.275
2,217
j
3,699
A2.5
-
-
1.038
13
61.689
783
91.268
796
3,432
Al
-
-
.114
1
12.078
162
12.192
163
3,258
A0
-
-
.114
1
2.941
38
3.055
39
3,412
TOTAL
.137
1
37.523
380
410.434
4,552
448.094
4,933
3,957
% OF
TOTAL
LOTS
-
7.7%
92.3%
100%
ZONES
ONE RESTRICTION
NO
NO SEWER
FLOOD PLAIN
SOILS /LANDSLIDE
TOTAL
TOO RESTRICTIONS
SEWER & NATURAL
BOTH NATURAL
TOTAL
THREE RESTRICTIONS
SEWER & NATURAL
ALL NATURAL
TOTAL
NO RESTRICTIONS
FINAL TOTALS
TABLE
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SEWER/WATER
TABLE 7
PAGE 2
COMMERCIAL (continued)
60-67 Finance-Insurance-Realty
Services:
70-7 9 Health and Other Lodging
Personal and Business Services
81
117
Legal
80
83-89
62.8%
Health
Other
of:
Services
SEMI-PUBLIC'
48
49
82
communications
Utilities
Services:
Educational ,
37.2% of:
80 Health
83-89 Other Services
91-97 Public Administration—non-governmental
PUBLIC
91-94 Public Administration—
governmental
Public employees in all other SICs
Reported as "Light and General Industry" in Land Use Inventory
2. Reported as "Semi-Public and Institutional" and "Utilities" in Land Use Inventory,
In the worksheets, the term "Institutional" is used to refer to both public and
semi-public uses together, including utilities.
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Back-
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Informa-tion
PEOPLE
Portland
% of SMSA
S.M.S.A.
Suburbs
1950
373,628
53%
704,829
331,201
1960
372,298
45%
821,897
449,599
1970
380,369
38%
1,003,130
622,761
1975
379,825
34%
1,109,100
729,275
2000
1,608,000
SOURCES:
1950, 1960, 1970: U.S. Census
1975: Center for Population Research and Census
2000: Columbia Region Association of Governments
Fi
au
re 2 AGE DISTRIBUTION
SUBURBS 1950
15001
10001
5001
PORTLAND 1950
1950 60 70 75 2000
1Figure
70+
65-69
60-64
55-59
50-54
45-49
40-44
35-39
30-34
25-29
20-24
15-19
10-14
5-9
1-4
% 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
70+
65-69
60-64
55-59
50-54
45-49
40-44
35-39
30-34
25-29
20-24
15-19
10-14
5-9
1-4
% 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Th
ou
sa
nd
s 
of 
Pe
op
le
3 HOUSEHOLD SIZE (Average)
Portland
S.M.S.A.
Suburbs
1950
2.81
2.97
3.16
1960
2.70
2.99
3.13
1970
2.56
2.89
3.13
1975
2.38
2.80
3.06
2000
2.60
SOURCES:
1950, I960, 1970: U.S. Census
1975: Center for Population Research and Census
2000: Columbia Region Association of Governments
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SUBURBS
PORTLAND
1950 60 70 75 2000
4
Households with three
or more persons
Portland
S.M.S.A.
Suburbs
1950
48%
68%
93%
1960
42%
50%
59%
1970
38%
48%
55%
SOURCE:
U.S. Census
Households with own
children under 18
Portland
S.M.S.A.
Suburbs
1960
36.51%
44.42%
53.34%
1970
31.01%
41.19%
48.70%
SOURCE:
U.S. Census
1001
751
251
1950 60 70
Fi
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Fi
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50
6 MEDIAN INCOME FOR FAMILIESAND UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS(in constant 1967 dollars)
Portland
S.M.S.A.
1950
$4,297
$4,287
1960
$4,085
$4,145
1970
$5,920
$7,401
SOURCE:
U.S. Census, adjusted by Consumer Price Index
Th
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o
f D
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la
rs
1950 60 70
7 INCOME DISTRIBUTIONIN THE CITY
Lower 25%
of Households
Middle 50%
of Households
Upper 25%
of Households
Total Personal
Income Earned
1960
10%
46%
44%
100%
1970
5%
43%
52%
100%
SOURCE:
U.S. Census
50
1960 70 1960 70 1960 70
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re9 AVERAGE ANNUAL EARNINGS OFINDIVIDUALS (inConstant 1967 Dollars)
Commercial
Industrial
1950
$3,676
$4,539
1960
$4,153
$5,991
1970
$5,092
$7,456
SOURCE:
U.S. Census
1950 60 70
10EMPLOYEE DENSITIES,1965 and 1975
Number Employed
Light Industry
Heavy Industry
Commercial
1965
56,915
27,186
108,450
1975
58,764
27,028
120,470
SOURCES:
U.S. Census; 1977 Land Use Inventory of Portland
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1965 75 1965 75 1965 75
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HOUSING
• The number of owner-occupied single-family units
is increasing in both Portland and its suburbs, but
at a faster rate in the suburbs. Fig. i1
• The percentage of single-family homes that are
owner-occupied is decreasing in Portland and
increasing in the suburbs. Fig. 12
• The number of multi-family housing units in the
suburbs is now approximately equal to the number
in Portland. Fig. 13
• The number of multi-family housing units is
increasing less rapidly in Portland than it is in the
Suburbs. Fig. 13, 14
• In Portland, there are 90,000 one- and two-person
households, but only 64,500 one- to four-room
housing units. Fig. 15
• In Portland, there are 18,600 households with 5 or
more persons, but there are 29,000 housing units of
7 or more rooms.
• The supply of small housing units, then, is not as
great as potential demand, while the supply of
large housing units may be greater than actual
demand.
• Between 1965 and 1977, average housing density
has decreased for both single-family and multi-
family Units. Fig. 16
• The average, and minimum, cost of new single-
family homes is rising rapidly, even more rapidly
Fig. 17than annual inflation.
The principal contributors to the increased cost of
new single-family housing are: materials and labor;
land acquisition; interest rates; and streets, sewer,
and water services (site development costs). Fig. is
• Permits and fees required by government
regulations contribute little to the increased cost of
housing.
• The average size of a new house was 1200 square
feet in 1965, and had risen to 1700 square feet by
1976.
• Household incomes are keeping pace with this
rapid rise in housing costs — partly because more
households now have more than one income.
• One in every 5 households in Portland can afford
the monthly payments for a new single-family home
— as was true 20 years ago. Fig. 19
13NUMBER OF MULTI-FAMILYHOUSING UNITS
Portland
S.M.S.A.
Suburbs
1950
48,408
59,631
11,223
1960
47,651
59,749
12,098
1970
50,172
82,012
31,840
1976
56,582
112,713
56,131
SOURCES:
1950, 1960, 1970: U.S. Census
1975: Center for Population Research and Census
100 •
751
50
251
1950 60 70 75
CD
5
2*14 PERCENT OF HOUSING UNITSTHAT ARE SINGLE-FAMILY
Portland
S.M.S.A.
Suburbs
1950
63.2%
75.6%
90.0%
1960
66.7%
79.4%
91.8%
1970
67.0%
77.1%
84.5%
1975
64.5%
73.2%
78.7%
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16HOUSING DENSITY
Single-family units per acre
Multi-family units per acre
People per acre
1965
7,212
34,627
24.57
1976
6,972
33,747
23.28
SOURCES:
Land Use Inventories of Portland, 1965 and 1977
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17 HOUSING COSTS ANDHOUSEHOLD INCOME
Construction Cost of
New 1080 square foot
House on 70'x 100'lot
Percent of 1960 Value
Average Net Household
Income
Percent of 1960 Value
Consumer Price Index
Percent of 1960 Value
1955
$18,000
86%
$5,240
80%
80.2
90%
1960
$21,000
100%
$6,514
100%
88.7
100%
1970
$31,000
148%
$9,751
150%
113.2
130%
1975
$44,000
210%
$13,266
204%
170.5
180%
SOURCES:
Real Estate Trends in Portland, Oregon; various bureaus of the City
of Portland; Bucher Realty; First State Bank of Milwaukie
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LAND
• Most of Portland's land is used for and zoned for
single-family housing. Fig. 20, 21,22, 23
• Streets, waterways, railroad right-of-ways and
similar uses account for the second largest share of
the City's land.
• Commercial development has occurred in centers
such as Downtown, St. Johns, and Lloyd Center, as
well as along major thoroughfares.
• Industrial land use is primarily focused near the
Willamette River. Today, Northwest and North
Portland continue to experience increasing
industrial use of areas along the Willamette and
Columbia Rivers.
• Most vacant residential land is not easily
developed due to a lack of services, natural
hazards, substandard lot sizes or other restrictions.
Fig. 24
• Potential landslide hazard is the most prevalent
restriction on vacant residential land in Portland.
• Most of the total acres of vacant industrial land is in
parcels of 20 acres or more, but many parcels of
vacant industrial land are less than one acre in size.
Fig. 25
• Most of the large parcels of vacant industrial land
are located in the Rivergate industrial
development, at the confluence of the Willamette
and Columbia Rivers.

24 CONSTRAINTS ONDEVELOPMENT OF VACANTRESIDENTIALLY-ZONED LAND
Constraint
Substandard Lots
Landslide Hazard
1 or More Natural
Restrictions (such as
Heavily Vegetated,
Significant Slope, and
Access Problems)
Lacks 1 or More Services
Subtotal
Vacant Residential Land
with No Development Constraints
Total Vacant Residentially
Zoned Land
Acres
412
2,264
1,682
94
779
5,294
Potential
Housing Units
4,931
10,556
7,580
433
23,500
7,969
31,469
SOURCES:
Portland Bureau of Planning, 1977 Land Use Inventory
25 VACANT INDUSTRIAL LAND.1977
Parcel
Size
Less than
1 acre
1-9.99 acres
10-19.99 acres
20+ acres
Number of
Parcels
355
160
25
39
Number of
Acres
161
531
306
2330
SOURCE:
Portland Bureau of Planning, 1977 Land Use Inventory
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26 RELATIVE USAGE OFTRANSPORTATION MODESIN PORTLAND
High
Low
1900
- AUTO
STREET CAR & BUS
PEDESTRIAN
RAILROAD
10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 2000
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29 MAJOR TRANSPORTATIONPROJECTS
Major
Funding
Source
Federal Aid
Urban
System
Federal Aid
Primary
Federal Aid
Urban
System (e) 4
Interstate
Funds
Urban Mass
Transit
Authority
(Section 3)
Title II
Safety
Projects
Oregon
State
Bond
Total
Oriented to
Traffic
$14,622,000
166,000
24,003,000
288,929,200
386,000
315,000
$328,421,200
Oriented to
Transit
$1,296,000
83,397,700
28,000,000
14,965,200
$127,658,900
Other
$85,831,300
$85,831,300
Total
$15,918,000
166,000
193,232,000
316,929,200
14,965,200
386,000
315,000
$541,911,400
SOURCE:
Portland Bureau of Planning
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NATURAL RESOURCES
Most remaining areas of natural vegetation and
wildlife habitat susceptible to urban development
are in the natural drainageways. All other major
areas are either publicly owned or designated for
public acquisition. Fig. 30
26
HISTORIC PRESERVATION
• Many elements of the City's cultural and ethnic
heritage have disappeared during the
redevelopment of the City's older neighborhoods.
Fig. 31
• Since 1968, the City Council has designated 160
structures as Historic Landmarks.
• Two areas - Skidmore/Old Town and Yamhill -
have been designated by City Council as Historic
Districts.
• In 1977, the City Council amended the City Code to
permit the designation of portions of older
neighborhoods as Historic Conservation Districts
and designated both Lair Hill and Ladd's Addition
as such Districts.
28
AIR AND WATER QUALITY
• Water quality in the Willamette River has been
improving due to an increase in dissolved oxygen
and a decrease in the total amount of waste
discharged into the river. Fig. 32
• This pattern of improvement is expected to reverse
due to an increase in water pollution from
"non-point" sources, such as storm water runoff,
associated with expanding urban development.
Fig. 33
• While the amount of pollution discharged by
industry and municipal sewage treatment plants
has been reduced, the volume of pollution from
non-point sources has increased so that now non-
point sources contribute the largest share of water
pollution in the Portland area.
• Preservation of natural drainageways is one tactic
for combatting non-point water pollution. Fig. 34
• Motor vehicles are the source of the largest portion
of air pollution. Fig. 35
• North Portland is the area hardest hit by industrial
pollution for two reasons: concentrated industry
and natural meteorology. Fig. 36
30
NATURAL DRAINAGE
SYSTEM
USD.A Soil Con-
servation Service
1977 land Use Inventory
Oregon Historical Society
Map Collection
TITLE
date
1977
LEGEND
Undeveloped
Drainage Corridors
Filled Drainage
Ways and Wetlands
Major Drainage
Boundaries
SOURCES:
32
AIR POLLUTION
TITLE
fIG
UR
E
date
1977
LEGEND
Over 100 Tons Per Year,
Total Suspended Particles
Downtown Parking
Restrictions
SOURCE
• Oregon State Dept. Of
Environmental Quality
34
FLOOD AND LANDSLIDE7Jiltpf
TITLE
DATE
1977
LEGEND
Flood Areas if Levee
Fails.
100 Year Flood Plains
Moderate/Slight
Severe
SOURCE:
• US. Amy Corps of
Engineers
36
NO WATER OR SEWER39Figure
TITLE
DATE
1977
LEGEND
No Sewer
No Sewer and Water
SOURCES:
• 1977 Land Use Inventory
• Portland Bureau
of Planning
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SCHOOLS
• Between 1950 and 1968, public school enrollment
increased rapidly, primarily due to the post-war
"baby boom". Fig.4i
• Since 1968, public school enrollment has
declined over 20%.
• This recent decline in enrollment has caused cut-
backs in both capital investment and staff. Fig. 42
• Since many expenses, such as building
maintenance and administration, are fixed, total
cost for operating the public school system has
climbed at a rate slightly higher than inflation.
• School expenditures per student have increased
dramatically, but school tax rate per $ 1000 of
assessed value is lower today than it was in 1950.
• New schools are being built in the suburbs, while
nine existing schools have been closed in Portland
since 1970.
41 ENROLLMENT IN SCHOOLDISTRICT #1
Public School
Enrollment
City of Portland
Population
Enrollment as
Percent of
Population
1950
54,723
373,628
15%
1960
72,212
372,298
19%
1970
74,949
380,369
20%
1976
60,334
379,825
16%
SOURCE:
School District No. 1
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COSTS OF PUBLIC SERVICES
• The cost of providing municipal services such as
water, sewer, streets, street lighting, parks, and fire
and police protection is increasing at a faster rate
than are revenues from local property taxes. Fig. 43
• Property taxes, therefore, account for a decreasing
portion of City Revenues, while federal and state
sources represent an increasing portion of City
Revenues. Fig. 44
Fi
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re 43 EXPENDITURES FOR SELECTEDCITY SERVICES(in Millions of Constant 1967 Dollars)
Capital Outlay
Operation
1950
$8.6
$5.6
1960
$6.3
$8.8
1970
$7.8
$13.6
1977
$16.5
$18.6
1980
est.
$23.2
$22.0
SOURCE:
City of Portland Annual Budgets
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ENERGY CONSERVATION
• Over the past 25 years, energy usage of almost
every fuel has increased dramatically, both in total
consumption and in per capita consumption. Fig. 45
• Some areas of the City are more energy-efficient
than others because of proximity to transit,
shopping or employment centers. Fig. 46
• Citywide savings in energy consumption could
result if new development occurs primarily in these
energy-efficient zones.
OREGON ENERGY
CONSUMPTION
(Trillions of BTU's)
Petroleum
Natural Gas
Electricity
Total
1950
20.8
1960
178.0
48.3
1970
249.6
88.1
90.3
428.0
1975
1 253.9
86.9
114.1
454.9
BTU- British Thermal Unit -
Energy required to raise one pound of water one degree
Fahrenheit.
SOURCE:
Oregon Department of Energy
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URBANIZATION
• The urbanized area of the Region is expanding into
areas which presently have few or no municipal
services. Fig. 47
• This expansion has occured while vacant land
within the City that is provided with services is not
being utilized.
• The total property tax rate per $ 1000 of assessed
value is lower in Portland than in some nearby
Suburbs. Fig. 48
• Per capita property tax burden is often lower in
Portland than in the suburbs.
• The cost per acre of providing schools, parks, and
police and fire protection is significantly less in
urbanized areas than in partially develoned or
non-urban areas. Fig. 49
• The Comprehensive Plan must establish an Urban
Services Boundary within which annexations will
take place. Fig. so
48 LOCAL PROPERTY TAXES
Property Located Within
City Limits of:
Portland
Beaverton
Gresham
Lake Oswego
Milwaukie
Oregon City
Tigard
Property Taxes
Per Person
$382
512
386
468
354
458
417
Tax Rate on
$1000 Assessed Value
$28.65
30.43
30.18
27.56
28.02
32.36
22.18
SOURCE:
Multnomah County Tax Assessor's Office
301
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49 COST PER SQUARE MILEOF PROVIDING MUNICIPALSERVICES. 1977
Service
Fire Protection
Public Schools
Police Protection
Parks
Total
Urbanized
Areas
$202,500
$2,398,468
$106,206
$70,000
$2,777,174
Semi-Urbanized
Areas
$267,640
$8,677,557
$203,737
$674,517
$9,823,451
Rural Areas
$302,500
$11,559,762
$301,269
$952,000
$13,115,531
SOURCE:
Portland Bureau of Planning
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DETAILED SOURCES
PEOPLE
Figure 1 People
1950 data: US Census, 1950 Number of Inhabitants, Oregon, Report P-437
(Reprint of Volume 1, Chapter 37), Table 34.
1960 data: US Census, 1960 Census Tracts, Final Report PHC (1)-121,
Portland, Oreg.-Wash. SMSA, Table P-l.
1970 data: US Census, 1970 Census Tracts, Final Report PHC (D-165
Portland, Oreg.-Wash. SMSA, Table P-l.
1975 data: Center for Population Research and Census, Portland State
University.
2000 estimate: Columbia Region Association of Governments.
Figure 2 Age Distribution
Sources same as Figure 1.
Figure 3 Household Size (Average)
Sources same as Figure 1.
Figure 4 Families
1950 data: US Census, 1950 Census of Population, Portland, Oreg., Report
P-D63,Table3.
1960 data: 1960 Census Tracts, op.cit, Tables P-l and H-l. Percent of primary
families with own children under 18 was assumed to equal percent of all
families with children under 18. The number of families was multiplied by
percent of primary families with children under 18 and divided by number
of households to approximate percent of households with own children
under 18.
1970 data: 1970 Census Tracts, op.cit, Tables P-l and H-l.
Figure 5 One-Person Households
Sources same as Figure 4.
Figure 6 Median Income for Families and Unrelated Individuals
1950 current dollar value: 1950 Number of Inhabitants, Oregon, op.cit,
Table 37.
1960 current dollar value: 1960 Census Tracts, op.cit, Table P-4.
1970 current dollar value: 1970 Census Tracts, op.cit, Table P-4.
All current dollar values were adjusted to 1967 dollars by dividing by the
CPI for the appropriate year. U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics, Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers,
All items - Series A, for Portland, Ore.
Figure 7 Income Distribution in the City
1960 data: 1960 Census Tracts, op.cit, Table P-4.
1970 data: 1970 Census Tracts, op.cit, Table P-4.
JOBS
Figure 8 Jobs in Portland
1960 data: US Census, Detailed Characteristics (1960), Oregon, Report
PC (D-39D, Table 171.
1970 data: US Department of Commerce, lourney to Work, Report PC (2)-6D,
Table 2.
1975 data: Dun and Bradstreet, Employment by Census Tract, for Portland,
Oregon, 1975.
All data has been adjusted slightly, based on Oregon Employment Division
research and statistics in Labor Force and Employment in the Portland Area.
Figure 9 Average Annual Earnings of Individuals
1950 data: 1950 Census of Population, op. cit, Table 1.
1960 data: Detailed Characteristics (1960), op.cit, Table 204.
1970 data: Detailed Characteristics (1970), op.cit, Table 204.
Figure 10 Employee Densities, 1965 & 1975
1965 data: Calculation by Portland Bureau of Planning, Comprehensive Plan
Section, based on the 1965 Inventory of Land Use in Portland.
1975 data: Calculation by Portland Bureau of Planning, Comprehensive Plan
Section, based on the 1977Land Use Inventory.
HOUSING
Figure 11 Number of Single-Family Housing Units
1950 data: US Census, 1950 Census of Housing, Portland, Oreg., Report
H-E149,Table2.
1960 data: 1960 Census Tracts, op. cit, Table H-2.
1970 data: 1970 Census Tracts, op.cit. Table H-2.
Figure 12 Percent of Single-Family Housing Units that is Owner Occupied
Sources same as Figure 11.
Figure 13 Number of Multi-Family Housing Units
Sources same as Figure 11.
Figure 14 Percent of Housing Units that are Single-Family
Sources Same as Figure 11.
Figure 15 Housing Unit Size and Household Size, 1970
1970 Census Tracts, op.cit, Table H-2.
Figure 16 Housing Density
1965 data: Portland Bureau of Planning, 1965 Inventory of Land Use in
Portland.
1977 data: Portland Bureau of Planning, 1977Land Use Inventory.
SCHOOLS
Figure 41 Enrollment in School District § 1 Figure 50 Annexation Study Areas
Population: 1950 data: 1950 Number of Inhabitants, Oregon, op.cit, Portland Bureau of Planning, Comprehensive Plan Section.
Table 34.
1960 data: 1960 Census Tracts, op.cit, Table P-l.
1970 data: 1960 Census Tracts, op.cit, Table P-1.
1975 data: Center for Population Research and Census, Portland State
University.
Enrollment: Portland Public Schools, Enrollment Reports, annual publications
for 1950, 1960, 1970, 1977.
Figure 42 Components of the School District # 1 Budget
Budget: Portland Public Schools, Approved Budget, 1950, 1960, 1970, 1977.
Capital Construction: Ibid.
Teaching Staff: Portland Public Schools, Office of Management Information.
Tax Rate: Multnomah County, Office of Tax Assessor. Note that School District 1
supported Portland Community College until 1969; to make the rates
comparable, 1970 and 1977 rates combine School District 1 tax rate and
Portland Community College tax rate.
COSTS OF PUBLIC SERVICES
Figure 43 Expenditures for Selected City Services
City of Portland, Approved Budget, 1950, I960, 1970, 1977.
Figure 44 Sources of Revenue for City of Portland
Ibid.
ENERGY CONSERVATION
Figure 45 Oregon Energy Consumption
Oregon Department of Energy.
Figure 46 Energy Zones
Skidmore, Owings & Merrill, Summary of Conservation Choices, Portland
Energy Conservation Project, Volume 3, Page 81 prepared for Portland
Bureau of Planning, Program and Policy Analysis Section.
URBANIZATION
Figure 47 Urban Growth
Columbia Region Association of Governments.
Figure 48 Local Property Taxes
Multnomah County, Office of Tax Assessor.
Figure 49 Cost per Square Mile of Providing Municipal Services, 1977
Portland Bureau of Planning, Program and Policy Analysis.
Alterna-
tive
Land Use
Plans
52
a. Within lA mile of the intersections of major city
transit streets serving as routes for the electric
transit system:
i. change single family (R), low density apartment
(A2.5), medium density apartment (Al), and
industrial (M) zones to high density (AO) apart-
ment and commercial (C) zones.
ii. retain high density apartment (AO) and
commercial (C) zones.
b. Change the zone on large vacant parcels to high
density apartment (AO) and commercial (C) zones
at the intersections of minor city transit streets or
close to a major city transit street with good poten-
tial for extension of transit service.
c. Change the zoning code to reduce or eliminate
parking requirements for apartment and commer-
cial uses in all centers.
2. Create medium-density apartment and commercial
corridors within two blocks of major city transit
streets serving as routes for the electric transit system.
a. Change single family (R) zones to low density
apartment (A2.5) and medium density apartment
(A 1) zones.
b. Change industrial zones to commercial zones.
c. Retain apartment and commercial zones.
d. Change the zoning code to reduce, or eliminate,
parking requirements for apartment and commer-
cial uses in corridors.
3. All areas outside centers and corridors will be zoned
as follows:
a. Change the zone on all land along both sides of
the Willamette River south of the Broadway Bridge
to promote river oriented commercial, residential
and recreational uses.
b. Rezone for commercial use those parcels now
zoned heavy industrial but used for commercial.
c. Rezone for single-family residential use blocks that
are now used as single family but zoned industrial.
d. Retain industrial zoning in areas not described
within a, b, and c above.
e. Maintain commercial zones within two blocks of a
major city traffic street.
f. Rezone for low density single family use (R20)
areas now zoned for medium density single family
(RIO) zones.
g. Rezone for single family residential use (R7 and
R5) all other land in the city. Revise zoning
standards for these areas to allow existing non-
residential uses to continue, rebuild or expand,
while limiting the number and type of new institu-
tional uses (churches, schools, etc.) permitted on
conditional use permits.
Advantages
• The substantial growth in city population will
maintain the role of the city as the central jurisdiction
in the Region and promote increased tax revenues
from State and Federal sources.
• The concentration of apartment and commercial uses
in centers and corridors will permit savings in house-
hold costs for housing, transportation and energy.
• The existing single family housing outside the centers
and corridors will be better protected from deterior-
ation and the intrusion of more intensive uses.
• The increased number and location of apartments
will provide smaller households with an alternative to
single family housing. This could make more single
family housing available to families who require the
larger homes.
54
Advantages
• The amendment of the zoning code and map to
permit the development of higher density single
family housing will reduce construction and main-
tenance costs for single family housing.
• Changing the medium density (Al) and high density
(AO) apartment zones to a low density (A2.5) apart-
ment zone will encourage conversion of existing
single family structures in those areas to duplex
density rather than demolition and new construction.
• More households, including families and home-
owners, living in the developed areas of the city will
assure better use and support of existing city facili-
ties and services.
• Money available for public facilities such as sewers,
water mains and streets could be spent on maintain-
ing or improving existing facilities because the new
development would occur where facilities already
exist.
• Attention could be directed toward bringing existing
facilities that do not meet minimum standards (such
as streets without curbs or sidewalks) up to a uniform
city standard.
• The emphasis upon industrial development will place
higher paying industrial jobs within the city.
Disadvan tages
• The increased dispersion of residential uses will
reduce efficient use of public transportation.
• Higher density single family areas may not meet
individual preferences for privacy and quiet.
• By promoting an increase in industrial jobs, more
land must be set aside for industry due to the lower
number of employees per industrial acre.
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SECTION I COMPLETE NUMERIC DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVE LAND USE PLANS
City Population: General Characteristics
Total Population
Population 0 - 9
% of Population 0-9
i •
Population 10 - 14
% of Population 10 - 14
Population 15 - 19
% of Population 15 - 19
Population 20 - 34
% of Population 20 - 34
Year 2000
I
397,380
50,310
13%
25,056
6%
27,416
6%
88,470
22%
Year 2000
II
440,276
58,058
13%
29,809
7%
31,542
7%
98,549
22%
Year 2000
III
428,506
62,348
14%
30,441
7%
31,609
7%
92,629
22%
Page P-l
1975
379,403
55,720
15%
27,722
7%
30,325
8%
92,583
24%
58
% Total Employed
15 - 19 Age Group
Total Population
% of Population Employed
Total Employed
20 - 34 Age Group
Total Population
% of Population Employed
Total Employed
Year 2000
I
60.3%
27,416
31.7%
8,691
83,470
74%
65,468
Year 2000
II
60.7%
31,542
31.7%
9,999
98,548
74%
72,926
_______________________________
Year 2000
III
60.4%
31,609
31.7%
10,020
92,628
74%
68,545
Paqe P-3
1970
52.8%
34,485
29.4%
10,137
79,109
66.4%
52,502
60
Page P-5
65 and Over Age Group
Total Population
% of Population Rnployed
Total Erployed
Household Population
0-19
0-64
65+
Total HH Population
Year 2000
49,906
12%
5,989
99,185
335,312
48,158
383,471
Year 2000
II
51,649
12%
6,198
115,230
• - - — ~
375,025
49,841
424,866
Year 2000
III
49,540
12%
5,945
120,044
365,702
47,806
413,508
1970
56,682
14.7%
8,359
!
; i
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.City Employment and Jobs: Breakdown of Jobs by Category Page J-2
i
f
jTotal Number of Indus-
trial Jobs
% of Jobs as Industrial
Total Number of Light
Industrial Jobs
% of Jobs in Light
Industrial
Total Number of Heavy
Industrial Jobs
% of Jobs in Heavy
Industry
Total Number of Conner-
cial Jobs
% of Jobs as Cottnercial
Total Number of Institu-
tional Jobs
% of Jobs as Institu-
tional
Year 2000
I
93,411
30.31%
65,487
21.25%
27,924
9.06%
127,262
41.30%
87,504
Year 2000
II
100,266
30.8%
70,566
21.7%
29,700
9.1%
136,395
42.0%
88,335
28.4% 27.2%
Year 2000
III
131,522
42%
98,050
31.3%
33,472
10.7%
95,946
30.6%
85,973
27.4%
1970
87,268
36.4%
59,339
24.7%
27,929
11.6%
96,682
40.3%
55,845 i
23.3%
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City Employment and Jobs
Average Employee Den-
sity in Industrial
Employee Density for
Light Industrial
Employee Density for
Heavy Industrial
Average Employee Den-
sity in Commercial
Employee Density in
Commercial (General
Options 1,11,111)
Employee Density in
Carmercial Centers
(Option II Only)
Average Employee Den-
sity in Institutional
Employee Density on
Semi-Public and
Institutional
Employee Density in
Public
: Employee Density
Year 2000
I
17.1
24.76
9.9
35.47
35.47
13.36
10.9
15.1
r
 by Category
Year 2000
II
17.1
24.76
9.9
39.34
35.47
53.2
13.55
10.9
15.1
Year 2000
III
17.9
24.76
9.9
35.47
35.47
13.57
10.9
15.1
Page J-4
1975
21.0
29.5
12.9
46.0
46.0
13.87
12.1
15.1
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City Housing Characteristics
Total Owner Occupied
Units
Number of Owner-
Occupied Single
Family units
% of Single Family units
that are Owner Occupied
Number of Owner Occupied
Multi Family units
% of Multi Family Units
that are owner occupied
Owner Occupied units as
a % of Total Units
Total Number of 1-Person
Households
% of Total Occupied
Units as 1-Person
Households
Total Number of 2-Person
Households
% of Total Occupied
Units as 2-Person
Households
Year 2000
I
84,214
81,004
79%
3,209
5%
50.5%
53,353
32%
58,354
35%
Year 2000
II
83,357
79,293
79%
4,064
5%
45.89%
57,219
31.5%
61,760
34%
Year 2000
III
94,335
87,353
79%
Page H-2
1970
81,930
78,533
79%
2,900 3,397
!
5% 7%
54% 56%
54,786 42,835
31.5% 29.5%
56,686
32.6%
47,548
: 32.8%
!
i
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Page H-4
Total Number of Single Family
Owner Occupied Units
Total 1-Person Households in
Single Family
% of Total Single Family Units
in 1-Person Households
Total 2-Person Households in
Single Family
% of Total Single Family Units
in 2-Person Households
Total 3+-Person Households in
Single Family
% of Total Single Family Units
in 3+- Person Households
% of Total 3+-Person Households
in Single Family Units
Average Persons per Unit in
3+-Person Households
Year 2000
I
81,004
16,810
16.41
38,410
.37.5%
47,317
46.2%
" 86.0%
3.93
Year 2000
II
79,293
8,234
8.2%
35,931
35.8%
56,207
56.0%
89.7%
3.92
Year 2000
III
87,353
21,920
19.4%
36,071
31.9%
54,942
48.7%
88.2%
3.96
1970
78,533
17,170
17.3%
33,815
34.1%
48,146
48.6%
4.32
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Page H-6
% of Total Multi-Family Units in 1-
Person Households
Total 2-Person Households in
Multi-Family
% of Total Multi-Family in 2-Person
Households
Total 3-Person Households in Multi-
Family
Average Persons Per Unit in 3-Person
Household
% of Total Multi-Family Units in 3-
Person Households
% of Total 3-Person Households in
Multi-Family
Total Loss of Existing 1977 Multi-
Family units
Total New Multi-Family Units
Year 2000
I
56.93%
19,944
31.07%
7,703
3.57
12.0%
14%
689
8,323
Year 2000
II
60.27%
25,829
31.78%
6,641
3.63
8.0%
10.3%
0
25,620
Year 2000
III
54.05%
20,615
33.9%
7,329
3.75
12.05%
11.8%
675
4,752
1970
55.7%
13,726
29.9%
6,639
3.95
14.4%
12.2%
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The differing migration and fertility rates
are summarized below:
Alternative I
Migration: Alternative I assumes a zero net
migration; that is, no increase or decrease
population as a result of people moving in or
out of the city. The people that are moving,
estimated at a 4,000 total each 5 years, are
assumed to result in a slight change in the
age and sex characteristics of the
population. While every mover is replaced,
they are not always replaced by a person
identical in age and sex. The
characteristics of movers-in versus movers-
out were gleaned from 1970 U.S. Census data.
Fertility Rate: Using Multnomah County data,
the fertility rates in 1969 to 1970 was 1.95.
This number may be read as the average number
of children each female in the population
could expect to bear in her lifetime. This
Average Total fertility rate was reduced by
5% for 1975 and again by 5% in 1980 until it
reached a benchmark of 1.80 where it was
allowed to remain. This reduction was based
on a projection of current trends, the 1.80
was established as a benchmark because it is
the current state wide average.
Alternative I Summary of Assumptions and
Results
1970
1975
1980
1985
1990
1995
2000
Low Birth
Rates
1.95
1.85
1.80
1.80
1.80
1.80
1.80
Alternative II
Migration: Based
Migration
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
on substantial
City
Population
382,619
387,839
393,044
396,002
397,034
397,191
397,379
L rezoning for
higher density housing, Alternative II adds
9500 new people to the city every five years
after an initial decline of 8000 people from
1970-1975. The age/sex characteristics of the
new population was established again by using
the 1970 U.S. Census In-Migration data.
Fertility Rate; Fertility rates for
Alternative II are the same as Alternative I.
1975
1980
1985
1990
1995
2000
low Birth
Rates
1.95
1.85
1.80
1.80
1.80
1.80
Migration
-8000
+9500
+9500
+9500
+9500
+9500
City
Population
379,403
393,712
406,291
417,632
428,708
440,276
Altenative II Summary of Assumptions and
Results
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Section III: Worksheets
The worksheets reproduced here demonstrate
the methodology for obtaining many of the
numbers reported in Section If pp. 56-70.
In addition, land use worksheets, not
included here, were used to translate
housing and job numbers into land use
acreages in a manner consistent with the
policies and assumptions of each
alternative. These worksheets may be
obtained separately from the Bureau of
Planning's Comprehensive Planning Staff.
Basic assumptions and procedures for
calculations are described in the
introduction to each set of worksheets. The
instructions detail specific techniques and
constraints. The instructions are numbered
to correspond to the entry on the worksheets
to which that instruction applies. Special
instructions for Alternative If II or III
are indicated by the appropriate reman
numeral for each instruction.
Vertical bars on either side of an entry
( c ) are "stop" lines, indicating that,
the entry is the end of one equation and the
beginning of a new one. For example, a + b
= c x d = e should be read a + b = c and c x
d = e.
A. HOUSING WORKSHEET
INTRODUCTION
The worksheets The numbers used in the
housing worksheets were derived through an
iterative process in order to develop a set
of numbers consistent with each other and
with the policies and assumptions of each
alternative. The instructions indicate
general procedures to be used to arrive at
the numbers. Numbers, where the instructions
say to "set" in a certain way, were not to be
changed significantly in the course of
calculations, but numbers, where the
instructions say to "estimate", were
repeatedly adjusted and revised as they are
applied successively in different equations.
Abbreviations
SF = Single Family housing
MF = Multi-Family housing
IM = Intermediate housing
SF**, MF** = Single family and multi-family
units respectively remaining after
intermediate units have been netted out.
HH = Households
P/HH • Persons per household
1 PHH, 2 PHH, 3+ PHH = Households with one,
two, and three or more people per household
respectively
OCC = Occupied
HU = Housing Units
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6. I: Calculate from available numbers
and check that shows a moderate increase
from 1970 consistent with change in
population composition.
II: Estimate by comparing calculated
percent for alternatives I and III and
adjusting for differences in population
composition.
Ill: Calculate from available numbers
and check that 1970 and consistent with
change in population composition.
7. Estimate based on past trends and
population composition and enter at 1-F.
8. Calculate and enter at 1-C and 2-A.
9. Calculate from available numbers and
check that shows a moderate decrease from
1970 consistent with change in proportion
of elderly.
10. Set adults per household in two person
households at two and calculate adults per
household in three plus households. Ihe
latter must fall between 1.9 and 2.1; the
former can drop to 1.9 if needed.
11. Calculate and check that lower than
1970 and close to that for the other
alternatives, but varying consistent with
population composition.
12. I: Estimate such that the % of three
plus person households living in multi-family
and single family housing respectively is
close to 1970 levels. Enter at 2-A.
II: Estimate assuming a significant
increase from 1970 in the proportion of 3+
PHH in single family housing and enter at 2-
A.
I l l : Estimate such that the % in multi-
family is higher than in alternative II .
13. I: The range between average persons per
household in each should be no more than .5,
with the average in multi-family the lower
number. Enter at 2-B.
II: Enter average persons per household
in single family from 2-B (see note 15).
Calculate the average for multi-family and
enter on the bottom line 2-B. The range
between average persons per household in
single family and multi-family should be no
more than .5 with the average in multi-
family, the lower number.
I l l : The range between average persons per
household in single and multi-family must be
no more than .5f with the average is multi-
family the lower number.
14. I: Estimate at close to 1970 levels.
II: Estimate at higher than alternative
III : Estimate at lower than alternative I
and II .
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The desired total number of jobs located in
Portland was estimated independently in
Alternatives II and III as a check on the
land-use-employee-density projections. In
Alternative III, total jobs were estimated
such that if the percentage of employed
residents of Portland who worked within
Portland were at the 1970 level, and if the
resulting number of residents employed
within Portland as a percentage of all jobs
within Portland were at the 1970 level; then
total jobs located in Portland in 2000
results as a function of the employed
population of Portland in 2000.
Instructions
1. Calculate and check that between .55 and
.65, and that the variation is consistent
with the change in population composition.
2. I & II: Estimate based on past trends
III: Set at 1970 level
3. Enter from total at bottom of page
4. Calculate and check that greater than
.35
5. I: Enter Bureau of Planning estimates
II & III: Calculate commercial and
industrial jobs from acreage, enter Bureau
of Planning estimates for public and semi-
public jobs.
6. I: Calculate from available numbers and
enter on land use worksheets
II & III: Enter from land use
worksheets
88 15 - 19
EMPLOYABLE
POPULATION
X
% EMPLOYED*1
EMPLOYED
POPULATION
TOTAL
EMPLOYED
POPULATION
20 - 34 35 -44 45 - 64
4
% OF
EMPLOYED
POP. WORKING
IN PORTLAND
# OF RESIDENTS
WORKING
IN PORTLAND
65+
TOTAL
EMPLOYED
POPULATION
EMPLOYMENT
RATE* IABOR FORCE
4/
TOTAL
EMPLOYABLE
POPULATION
LABOR
FORCE
PARTICIPATION
RATE
}
TOTAL # OF
JOBS LOCATED
IN PORTLAND
RESIDENTS EMPLOYED
IN PORTLAND AS A %
OF JOBS LOCATED IN
PORTLAND
% OF
EMPLOYED
POP. WORKING
OUTSIDE PORT.
OF RESIDENTS
WORKING OUT
OF PORTLAND
NUMBER OF
ACRES
 £
REQUIRED*
TOTAL JOBS IN % OF TOTAL NUMBER g~ EMPLOYEES
PORTLAND JOBS OF JOBS PER ACRE**
LIGHT INDUSTRY
HEAVY INDUSTRY
COMMERCIAL
EXISTING - EMPLOYEES
JOBS (1976r NEW JOBS PER ACRE**
NEW ACRES
REQUIRED
FOR
INSTITUTIONAL
JOBS
SEMI-PUBLIC
PUBLIC
TOTAL
EMPLOYMENT
ALTERNATIVE
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SECTION IV
Detailed Evaluation of Alternatives:
Process, Assumptions, Data
PRESERVE NEIGHBORHOOD QUALITY
1. Most people living within walking distance of
a range of activities and services
a. Estimate of percent of single-family housing
units within 10 blocks of several commercial
uses
b. Number of people living in single-family
units
c. a times b
d. Estimate of percent of multi-family housing
units within 10 blocks of several commercial
uses
e. Number of people living in multi-family
units
f. d times e
g. c plus f
h. Total population
i. g divided by h
2. Most people living in a quiet neighborhood
a. estimate of percent of single-family housing
units at least 2 blocks from a major
traffic street
b. Number of people living in single-family
units
Alternative I
1. 3
a. .25
b. 280,951
c. 70,238
d. .70
e. 104,630
f. 73,241
g. 143,479
h. 397,379
i. 36%
2. 3
a. 75
b. 280,951
Alternative II
1. 1
a. .30
b. 300,109
c. 90,033
d. .80
e. 125,978
f. 100,782
g. 190,815
h. 440,276
i. 43%
2. 2
a. 85
b. 300,109
Alternative III
1. 2
a. .40
b. 311,695
c. 124,678
d. .50
e. 101,553
f. 50,777
g. 175,455
h. 428,506
i. 41%
2. 1
a. 75
b. 311,69r
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b. percent of 3+ person households that occupy
single-family units
c. a times b
d. estimate of percent of multi-family units
within 10 blocks of existing public schools
f. d times e
g. c plus f
h. number of children aged 5 to 19 divided by
1000
i. g divided by h
5, Best maintenance of housing structures
a. number of owner occupied single-family units
b. number of owner-occupied duplexes
c. number of new high density (Al or AO) apart-
ment units
d. sum of a + b + c
e. total number of housing units
f • d divided by e
Alternative I
b. 86
c. 5160
d. 65
f. 910
g. 6070
h. 77.2
i. 78.6%
5. 3
a. 81,004
b. 3,643
c. 2,244
d. 86,891
e. 171,666
f. 51%
Alternative II
b. 89.69
c. 6278.3
d. 70
£. 721.7
g. 7000
h. 90.4
i. 77.4%
5. 1
a. 79,293
b. 3,418
c. 21,093
d. 103,804
e. 187,453
f. 55%
Mternative III
b. 88.23
c. 6617.25
d. 80
f. 936
g. 7553.25
h. 92.5
i. 81.7%
5. 2
a. 89,217
b. 4,960
c. 0
d. 94,177
e. 178,664
f. 53%
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Alternative I
8. Greatest security frcm crimes at home and on
Alternative III provides neighborhoods that are
moderately well-populated and have a potential
for neighbors watching out for each other.
Every housing unit would be visible from the
street and adjacent homes. Alternative II es-
tablishes high density residential and commercia]
centers and corridors that provide less op-
portunity for protection among neighbors. Al-
ternative I continues existing patterns of va-
cant lots, scattered development and commercial
intrusion into residential areas.
STRENGTHEN THE CITY'S ECONOMY
1. Highest average income per worker
a. number of heavy industrial jobs
b. total number of jobs
c. a divided by b
2. Biggest share of property taxes from commercial
and industrial property
Relative Assessed Value of the City
a. acres in single-family use
b. relative density of single family uses
(units/acre divided by units/acre in
Alternative I)
c. a times b
d. acres in multi-family use
8. 3
1. 3
a. 27,924
b. 308,177
c. 9.06%
2. 2
a. 15,272
b. 1
c. 15,272
d. 1969
Alternative II Mternative III
8. 2
1. 2
a. 29,700
b. 324,996
c. 9.14%
2. 1
a. 15,281
b. .956
c. 14,609
d. 2183
8. 1
1. 1
a. 33,472
b. 313,441
c. 10.68%
2. 3
a. 17,244
b. .971
c. 16,744
d. 1955
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p. acres in agricultural use
q. relative value of agricultural uses
r. p times q
s. total relative assessed value of Portland
c plus g plus k plus o plus r
a. relative assessed value of commercial uses
b. relative assessed value of industrial uses
c. a plus b
d. total relative assessed value of Portland
e. c divided by d
3. Most use of downtown for work, shopping, and
entertainment
lwo factors were assumed to influence
relative use of the downtown area as a
commercial and cultural center: availability
of competing alternatives-jand east of access.
Alternative I offers no new alternatives to
downtown and also would facilitate access if
the current downtown-oriented transit system
is maintained. Alternative II encourages the
development of commercial nodes and corridors
which could compete with downtown for both
jobs and shopping. However, Alternative II
also promotes transit access to downtown by
providing housing along major transit routes
Alternative I
p. 1192
q. .01*
r. 12
s. 50,805
a. 22676
b. 9320
c. 31,996
d. 50,805
e. 63%
3. 1
Alternative II
p. 1977
q. .01*
r. 20
s. 53,358
a. 24256
b. 10007
c. 34,263
d. 53,358
e. 64%
3. 2
Alternative III
p. 1566
q. .01*
r. 16
s. 50,380
a. 17070
b. 13215
c. 30,285
d. 50,380
e. 60%
3. 3
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b. average cost* per unit with city services
c. a times b
d. number of new single-family housing units
built on lots not served with city water
and sewer
e. average cost per unit without city services
f. d times e
g. c plus f
h. total number of new single family housing
i. g divided by h
2. lowest average monthly payment for new multi-
family housing units
In Alternative II, new multi-family units will
be principally high-density and geared to
residents who depend on transit. The new
multi-family units in Alternative I will
continue the current density for new multi-
family units, which increases the cost of land
for each new unit.
* average cost was estimated by Bureau of
Planning staff, considering land cost and
construction cost based on average size
of existing units by density zone.
Alternative I Alternative II Alternative III
b. 117,000* b. 105,000*
c. 351,234,00(
d. 651
e. 127,000*
f. 82,677,000
3. 433,911,000-
h. 3653
1. 118,782
2. 2
c. 666,645,00
d. 3431
e. 135,000*
f. 463,185,00
g.1,129,830,00
h. 9780
1. 115,525
2. 1
b. 101,000*
c. 940,209,00(
d. 5115
e. 134,000*
f. 685,410,00(
g.1,625,619,00
h. 14,424
1. 112,702
2. 3
100
a. relative assessed value of single-family
uses (see STRENGTHEN THE CITY'S ECONOMY #2)
b. relative assessed value of multi-family uses
c. a plus b
d. total relative assessed value of Portland
e. c divided by d
f. number of households divided by 1000
g. e divided by f
CONTROL COSTS OF SEWER AND WATER SERVICE .
1. Lowest total cost per person
a. estimated cost of capital improvements to
the sewer system, from Bureau of Sanitary
Engineering
b. estimated cost of capital improvements to
the water system, from Water Bureau
c. a plus b
d. total population of the city in 2000
e. c divided by d
2. Most equitable distribution of costs and
services
a. estimated cost for sewers (from above)
Alternative I alternative II
a. 15272
b. 3525
c. 18,797
d. 50,805
e. 37%
f. 167
g. .22
1. 2
a. 285,500,000
b. 47,000,00(
c. 332,500,000
d. 397,379
e. 837
2. 1
a. 14609
b. 4466
c. 19,075
d. 53,358
e. 36%
f. 182
g. .20
1. 3
a. 393,500,000
b. 52,000,000
c. 445,500,000
d. 440,276
e. 1,109
2. 2
a. 285,500,0001a. 393,500,000
Mternative II
a. 16744
b. 3335
c. 20,079
d. 50,380
e. 40%
f. 174
g. .23
1. 1
a. 297,500,000
b. 49,000,000
c. 346,500,000
d. 428,506
e. 809
2. 1
a. 297,500,00(
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2. Most people able to get where they want, when
they want, as quickly as possible
a. miles of state highway in the city
b. miles of paved city streets
c. a plus b
d. total population in the city
e. c divided by (d divided by 1000)
f. estimate of percent of trips taken by
transit
g. e times f
3. Lowest cost per person of the city street system
a. estimated costs of capital improvements
needed on city streets, from Bureau of
Streets and Structural Engineering
b. total population of the city in 2000
c. a divided by b
IMPROVE AIR AND WATER QUALITY
1. Lowest levels of air pollution
a. estimate of vehicle miles travelled,
relative to 1977
b. number of heavy industrial jobs, relative
to 1977
c. a plus b
{Alternative I
2. 1
a. 125
b. 1453
1 c. 1578
d. 397,379
e. 3.97
f. 18
g. 71.5
3. 1
a. 813,000,000
b. 397,379
c. 2,046
1. 2
a. 1.25
b. 1.03
c. 2.28
pMternative II
2. 2
a. 125 '
b. 1386
c. 1511
d. 440,276
e. 3.43
. 20
g. 68.6
3. 1
a. 900,000,000
b. 440,276
c. 2,044
1. 1
a. 1.10
b. 1.10
c. 2.20
Vlternative III
2. 3
a. 125
b. 1537
c. 1662
d. 428,506
e. 3.87
f. 12
g. 46.4
3. 2
a. 915,000,000,
b. 428,506
c. 2,135
1. 3
a. 1.35
b. 1.24
c. 2.59
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1. average size of new multi-family housing
units (square feet)
m. k times 1
n. persons per household in multi-family
housing units
o. k times n
p. m divided by o
q. energy efficiency index
r. p times q
s. percent of total housing stock in new
multi-family units
t . r times s
u. total number of existing single-family
housing units
v. average size of existing single-family
w. u times v
x. persons per household in single-family
housing units
y. u times x
z. w divided by y
aa. energy efficiency index
Alternative I
1. 800
m. 6,624,000
n. 1.62
o. 13,414
p. 494
q. .55
r. 272
s. .05
t. 13.6
u. 100,445
v. 1400
w. 140,623,000
x. 2.73
y. 274,215
z. 513
aa. 1.2
Alternative II
1. 700
m. 17,916,JB00
n. 1.54
o. 455
p. 455
q. .48
r. 218
s. .13
t. 28.3
u. 92,750
v. 1400
w. 129,850,000
x. 2.77
y. 256,918
z. 505
aa. 1.2
Mternative III
1. 900
m. 4,276,800
n. 1.67
o. 539
p. 539
q. .6
r. 323
s. .03
t. 9.7
u. 100,229
v. 1400
*. 140,320,600
x. 2.76
y. 276,632
z. 507
aa. 1.2
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LIMIT CHANGES
1. Fewest changes in existing zoning
a. number of acres that will change in land
use
2. Most public schools operating near capacity
a. population aged 5 to 19
3. Most existing single-family housing preserved
a. estimate of number of demolitions of
single-family homes
4. Fewest apartment buildings out-of-scale with
nearby homes
Alternative III eliminates high density
apartment zones (Al and A0), although it
permits these uses in commercial zones.
Alternative I continues high-rise apartment
zones but concentrates these uses near down-
town and away from single-family homes.
Alternative III creates new high density
apartment zones in centers and along major
transit streets, some of which are near
single family neighborhoods.
5. Longest average stay in housing units
a. number of owner occupied housing units
b. total number of housing units
c. a divided by b
Alternative I
1. 1
a. 7,332
2. 3
a. 7550
3. 1
a. 1548
4. 2
5. 2
a. 84,213
b. 171,666
c. 49%
Alternative II Mternative II
1. 2
)
a. 10,016
2. 2
a. 10,016
3. 3
a. 9400
4. 3
5. 3
a. 83,357
a. 187,453
c. 44%
1. 3
a. 10,174
2. 1
a. 10,174
3. 2
a. 1764
4. 1
5. 1
a. 93,949
a. 178,664
c 53%
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TABLE 2
ZONE i
1 . FF
2. R20
3 . RIO
4. R7
5. R5
6. A2.5
7. Al
8. AO
9. Subtotal A+R
Zones
10 . C5
1 1 . C4
12. C2
13. Cl
14. Subtotal
15. M3
16. M2
17. Ml
18. Subtotal M1&2
19. Total
ESTIMATED
EXISTING
HOUSING UNITS BY TYPE AND
ZONE
SINGLE FAMILY 2
35
797
6,637
9,792
65,582
12,564
2,997
336
98,705
-
63
1,572
13
1,648
781
729
95
824
101,993
DUPLEX
4
8
46
206
1,866
4,484
1,294
164
8,068
-
20
324
8
352
578
110
6
116
9,118
3 MULTI-FAMILY 4
0
207
175
1,684
1,887
11,301
13,081
6,248
34,583
15
47
10,856
48
10,966
4,760
494
13
507
50,816
DUP. & MF
SUBTOTAL
4
215
221
1,890
3,753
15,785
14,375
6,412
42,651
15
67
11,180
56
11,318
5,338
604
19
623
59,934
5 TOTAL 6
39
1,012
6,858
11,682
69,335
28,349
17,372
6,748
141,356
15
15
12,752
69
12,966
6,119
1,333
114
1,447
161,927
TABLE 3
Page 2
! CATEGORY"
SUMMARY OF UNRESTRICTED RESIDENTIAL VACANT LAND
!
LAND WITH ALL SERVICES AND NO RESTRICTIONS
LAND WITH WATER SERVICES BUT NO SEWER AND
NO RESTRICTIONS
LAND WITH NO SERVICES AND NO RESTRICTIONS
TOTAL
ACRES [UNITS _ ACRES TUNITS !
lift
106.1 ! 1,732 25.8 1,081 8.9 1,286 779.1 I 7,969
4.6 76 ! .5 17 - - 83.4 405
I - - - - 11.3 28
t
110.7 1,808 26.3 1,098 8.9 1,286 ' 874.0 8,402
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TABLE 4
P a g e 2 RESTRICTED VACANT RESIDENTIAL LAND: ACREAGE BY TYPE AND ZONE
SERVICES
NO WATER
OR
SEWER
0
WRIER
ONLY
I
WATER
AND
SEWER
2
0
1
2
RESTRICTIONS
LANDSLIDE HAZARD
NATURAL RESTRICTIONS — 1
NATURAL RESTRICTIONS — 2+
SUBSTANDARD LOTS
TOTAL
LANDSLIDE HAZARD
NATURAL RESTRICTIONS ~ 1
NATURAL RESTRICTIONS — 2+
SUBSTANDARD DOTS
TOTAL
LANDSLIDE HAZARD
NATURAL RESTRICTIONS — 1
NATURAL RESTRICTIONS — 2+
SUBSTANDARD LOTS
TOTAL
FINAL TOTALS
STREETS
PUBLICLY OWNED
TOTAL
PUBLICLY OWNED
TOTAL
STREETS
PUBLICLY OWNED
TOTAL
FINAL TOTALS STREETS
PUBLICLY OWNED
A2.5
ACRES
5.0
-
-
-
5.0
.4
.2
1.0
1.6
28.7
UNITS
-
—
-
3
3
-
6
475
26.8 381
18.1 283
90.2 100
163.9 ; 1,239
170.5
-
-
1,245
-
-
— i ~
.23
.23
3.4
30.9
34.3
3.4
31.1
—
-
-
—
—
Al
ACHES
-
-
-
—
-
-
.11
.11
18.9
UNITS
-
-
-
—
-
-
-
—
802
6.6 266
12.3 492
12.1 30
49.9 , 1,590
50.0
-
3,180
-
.59
.59
1.6
3.9
5.5
-
—
-
-
-
1.6
4.5
A0
ACRES
-
-
-
UNITS
_
-
-
j
i
- -
-
.li -
.11
10.5
1.4 205
.24 50
2.9 2
15.1 I 257
15.2 514
—
-
-
-
.16
.23
.39
.16
.23
—
-
-
-
—
—
-
-
—
—
R & A ZONE TOTALS
ACRES
584.9
273.2
17.9
UNITS
1,583
866
34
.14 i
876.1 2,484
332.2 439
361.9 695
195.8 190
37.5 220
927.5 1,544
1,348.3 5,599
736.9 2,233
444.6 1,999
438.9 1,256
2,924.5 .11,087
4,765.6 15,115
67.3
-
67.3
15.8
10.9
26.7
65.1
87.0
152.1
-
—
-
— •
148.2
97.9
ZONES
ONE RESTRICTION
NO SEWER/WATER
tn
tn o
\->
o NO SEWER
FLOOD PLAIN
SOILS /LANDSLIDE
VD
TOTAL
TWO RESTRICTIONS
SEWER & NATURAL
BOTH NATURAL
TOTAL
THREE RESTRICTIONS
SEWER & NATURAL
ALL NATURAL
TOTAL
NO RESTRICTIONS
FINAL TOTALS
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TABLE 7: Land Use Classification System
The Employment and Land Use Worksheets use the classification system developed for
the 197 6 Land Use Inventory. The jobs projections and employee densities for the
land use categories used were developed using statistics which report information
by Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) rather than by land use category. This
table shows the correspondence between the land use categories used in the worksheets
and the Standard Industrial Classifications. It has been adapted from the methodology
used for mapping the results of the Land Use Inventory, as described in the 1977 Land
Use Inventory Manual published by the Bureau of Planning.
Description
LIGHT INDUSTRY :
15-17 Construction
Manufacturing of:
20
22
23
24
25
Food and Kindred Products
Textile Products
Apparel
Lumber and Wood Products
Furniture and Fixtures
SIC
Code
27
31
36
38
39
40-47
50-51
Description
Printing and Publishing
Leather
Electrical Equipment
Instruments
Other
Transportation
Wholesale Trade
HEAVY INDUSTRY:
Manufacturing of:
26 Paper and Allied Products
28 Chemicals and Allied Products
29 Petroleum and Related Prod.
3 0 Rubber and Misc. Plastics
32
33
34
35
37
Stone, Clay,Glass, Concrete
Primary Metals
Fabricated Metals
Machinery
Transportation Equipment
COMMERCIAL:
52-59 Retail trade:
General Merchandise Stores
Food Stores
Apparel
Furniture
Eating and Drinking Establishments
Other
SIC
Code
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A SURVEY OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN OPTIONS
IN PORTLAND, OREGON
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
OREGON ATTITUDES, INC.
JUNE, 1973
1Introduction
The city of Portland is in the process of designing its compre-
hensive plan. The Portland Planning Bureau has presented three
different alternatives to the public through a series of workshops and
pujplic forums. In addition, several neighborhood groups have developed
their own plan for Portland's future.
As part of the Comprehensive Plan process, the Planning Bureau
asked Oregon Attitudes to conduct a city-wide survey to determine citizen
attitudes towards Portland's future. Specifically, what goals and
qualities its citizens felt were most important to the future of the city.
In conjunction with Johnson Lenz Associates, a local consulting firm, a
"policy-capturing11 technique was developed to steer survey respondents
into making the hard choices as to which goals were most important to
Portland's future, and which ones might have to be traded away.
Field work for the survey began on April 8, 1978, and was concluded
on May 3rd. A total of 450 in-home interviews were completed. Interviewers
were required to make three callbacks to selected homes before substitutions
were allowed. A portion of each interviewer's work was verified and all
interviews were edited.
The major segment of the survey was devoted to the policy capturing
exercise.
Summary
1. In a choice between the three options presented by the Bureau elf
Planning, Option 2 is the most popular, with Option 3 a close secon<|j.
Option 1 is preferred by the least number of respondents.
2. The nine goals and their associated qualities were perceived as
distinct issue areas by Portland residents. The evaluation of planning
alternatives was influenced by attitudes towards these underlyina
policy dimensions.
3. The goals of "Preserve Neighborhood Quality11 and "Improve Air and Water
Quality11 are of paramount importance in the minds of most Portlanders.
"Improve Energy Conservation" and "Strengthen the City Economy" stand
out as the least important goals.
4. "Keep Housing Costs Down," "Control Cost of Sewer and Water Service,"
"Provide Adequate Personal Transportation," and "Limit Land Use Changes"
are positive goals to some Portlanders, and unimportant, or neaative
goals for others. These are potentially the areas of widest disagreement
over the new Comprehensive Plan.
5. Results of the policy capturing exercise indicate that five options
are most favored by Portlanders. These are Central Business District,
Far Southeast, BOP Option 2, Northwest and Inner Southeast. There is no
clear consensus for any one of these five plans.
6. Bureau of Planning Options 1 and 3 are rated at the bottom of the
alternatives in the Policy Capturing exercise. When faced with a
variety of trade-off options, these two plans scored very poorly with
respondents.
7. There are few substantial demographic differences in the policy
capturing typologies. This would seem to indicate that a high degree
of consensus among the citizens of Portland can be reached in the
final adoption of a Comprehensive Plan.
8. ^ery few Portlanders are aware of "Fourth Alternatives" developed
by neighborhood groups at present. This did not prevent some of
these alternatives from receiving a strong rating in the policy
capturing exercise.
9. To the extent which it is possible, future evaluation of planning
alternatives should include a policy capturing section, in order to
determine the relationships between goals and comprehensive plan options.
PART I
THE SETTING
Satisfaction with Portland Now
Summary
It is important to remember, as the ratings of various
plans are analyzed, that Portlanders like their city very much
as it is now. Plans which are most likely to disrupt those qualities
considered most important by citizens, are by and large, going to be
greeted with much less enthusiasm than those which emphasize critical
goals and qualities.
Citizen Involvement in the Planning Process
Summary
Obviously, almost all of Portland's citizens care about the future
of their city. This is evident by the interest with which most survey
respondents greeted the sometimes difficult questions we asked them,
and by the voluminous amount of open-ended comments our interviewers
recorded.
However, actively involving citizens in the various processes
of government can be difficult, for a variety of reasons. Foremost
among these is a "lack of time," which many respondents mentioned as a
major drawback to participation. Another problems is a lack of informa-
tion, which can be partly alleviated by such tools as the "City Planner."
It is heartening to note that only 6% of the survey respondents
felt that the issues did not interest them. As much as is possible, the
Planning Bureau should continue to keep a dialogue open with those citizens
who actively participate in the process, and those who, while not openly
participating, have valuable comments on what they want for Portland's
future.
The "City Planner" Booklet
Summary
The "City Planner" booklet appears to have served as a valuable
aid to survey respondents in explaining the various plans and alterna-
tives for the city's future.
Only about 1 out of eyery 12 respondents had real difficulty
understanding the booklet, while even fewer indicated that the
booklet was not useful to them in understanding the alternative plans.
It would appear that this method of reaching the public has
value in explaining potential courses of action for public policy.
Preferred Comprehensive Plan Alternative
Summary
When asked which of the three plans respondents feel best
answers the city's questions, alternatives 2 and 3 are the obvious
front runners, with alternative 1 lagging behind.
However, when phrased in the context of which plan is best
for Portland, there is no cleer consensus. Alternative 2 again leads,
but by a very narrow margin over the other two options.
In the case of alternative 1, the evidence seems to indicate
that, while it is the first choice of only 21% of the sample, it is
much more preferred as a "second choice" or halfway measure. Plans
2 and 3 have more respondents who view them as "very poor" alterna-
tives for Portland's future. At the same time, plans 2 and 3 also
have more support as plans which will suit Portland's future ]>very
well," Option 1 has the most respondents who view it in a "neutral"
position. It is interesting to note that Option 1 leaves things
much as they are now.
Thus, proponents of Option 2 seem to feel safer with Option 1
as a safe "fall-back" in the event their Option is not selected.
Those who selected Option 3, seem, by and large, tc feel the same
way.
In any case, the measurements of these three options here is
abstract. The policy capturing segment of the survey indicates that
when faced with a "trade-off11 situation, respondents1 perceptions of
the three plans developed by the Planning Bureau changes considerably,
as will be seen later in this report.
PART II
PREFERRED GOALS/QUALITIES
Goals, Qualities and Planning Options:
The Preferences of Portland City Residents
The central purpose of this project was to ascertain the
preferences of residents of the city of Portland with regard to
the goals and qualities desired for Portland's future and the
comprehensive planning options designed to achieve them. The
analysis of these issues was approached in two ways.
First, respondents were asked to rate goals, qualities, and the
three planning options developed by the Bureau of Planning.
Second, respondents were asked to evaluate several planning
options in the context of a trade-off situation.
In almost all respects the results obtained from the two
approaches differ markedly. The findings make clear that when
respondents were forced to consider the consequences of different
planning options, the attainment of some goals became more important
than others and, in turn, options were rated on the basis of the
extent to which those goals would be achieved. Thus, the application
of the two approaches enabled the analysis to identify which planning
options were preferred by the respondents and which goals exerted
important influences on the evaluation of those plans.
Ratings of Goals/Qualities
In general, "Preserve Neighborhood Quality" and Improve Air and
Water Quality" were found to be highly important issue areas for
Portland residents. In contrast, issues of economic development were
of much less relevance to survey respondents, The distinctions among
these issue areas are subsequently supported by the results of the
policy-capturing exercise and provide a clear indication of what an
acceptable comprehensive plan should emphasize.
Summary
The ratings of goals, qualities, and options provided some
important information. First, "Preserve Neighborhood Quality" and
"Improve Air and Water Quality" were found to be the most important
goals in the minds of Portland residents. Secondly, it was found
that the analysis can meaningfully proceed with a focus on the nine
goals which form separate issue areas for survey respondents. The
central issue not covered by this section of the analysis is the
extent to which the different options achieve the nine goals, and how
those goals affect the evaluation of comprehensive plan options.
PART III
POLICY CAPTURING
Analysis of the Policy-Capturing Exercise
While the separate ratings of the 9 goals, 32 associated qualities,
and 3 Bureau of Planning options yielded some indication of respondent
preferences, it did not capture the choices faced by Portland residents
in a trade-off situation. In an attempt tc ascertain prefererces in a
trade-off situation the "policy-capturing exercise" was developed and
included as an integral part of the survey instrument. The intent
of the policy-capturing exercise was to place the respondents in the
same trade-off situations that confront policy makers in City Hall
and the Planning Bureau. As is discussed below, the exercise was
successful and provides what is, to date, the clearest indication of
the planning preferences of Portland residents as well as an indication
of what factors influence those preferences.
Description of the Policy Capturing Exercise
The first step in the exercise was the preparation of visual
scenarios illustrating the degree to which 13 different comprehensive
plan options would achieve the 9 overall goals.
Each scenario represented the extent to which the consequences of a
particular plan or option would achieve each of the 9 goals for Portland's
future. The survey instrument evaluated the effects of each of the three
options developed by the Bureau of Planning, as well as 10 "fourth"
options formulated by neighborhood planning groups.
10
For each plan, !ll" was assigned for a particular goal if it
achieved that goal ^ery well, a "2" if it achieved that goal to
a moderate degree, and a M3 n if it achieved that goal least well.
This information was visually represented by a series of bar graphs
representing the Bureau of Planning evaluation of the impact of
each alternative plan. Here, an evaluation of 1 for a goal was
represented by a bar three units long, a 2 by a bar two units
long, and a 3 by a bar one unit long. Thus, the consequences of
each comprehensive plan option were represented by a unique series
of bar graphs of varying lengths. Clearly, the specific details
and unique characteristics of each option were not represented by
the bar graphs. However, as noted previously, each of the 9 goals
was seen by respondents as encompassing separate issue areas.
Therefore, each of the plans impact those issue areas in varying
ways. Thus, the distinctions among comprehensive plans were suf-
ficiently clear to enable the overall differences tc be perceived.
The central difference between the policy capturing technique
and the separate ratings of planning options was that respondents
were placed in a trade-off situation. The bar graphs made visually
clear that none of the plans-would maximize the attainment of all of
the goals. Respondents were therefore forced to evaluate the- different
plans in terms of the nine goals and how it contributes positively,
negatively, or very little to their vision of what would be
desirable for Portland's future.
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Comprehensive Plan Evaluation and Goal Achievement
One of the features of the policy-capturing technique is that it
enabled an analysis of factors affecting respondent evaluation of the
several comprehensive plans. Central among these factors is the impact
of the degree to which a plan achieves the nine overall goals.
Examination of the (results) revealed, not unexpectedly that
"Preserve Neighborhood Quality" and "Improve Air and Water Quality"
have the highest average weights. This indicated that when respondents
were forced to trade off one goal against another, these two were almost
invariably winners. In effect, this means that the attainment of these
two goals was important to almost everyone in the sample.
In contrast, the results for ''Keep Housing Costs Low," "Control
Costs of Sewer and Water Service,11 "Provide Adequate Transportation,"
and "Limit Land Use Changes" show that there was considerable disagreement
among respondents as to their impact and importance. Clearly, each has
relatively low average weights. (However,) they do exert some influence
on people's judgements of the consequences of comprehensive plan options.
(In addition,) there was considerable disagreement among respondents as to
the positive or negative impact of these goals. In effect, many viewed
them as being important in a positive sense, but almost as many viewed
them as being an important factor in a negative sense. The implication
is that in a trade-off situation some people will choose one or more of
these goals at the expense of others, while almost equal numbers will
not. These four goals comprise the major areas of disagreement discovered
among survey respondents.
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Finally, the (results) associated with "Strengthen the City's
Economy," "Increase the City's Share of Regional Development," and
"Improve Energy Conservation" show that these goals exert little
influence or people's evaluation of planning options. First, the
average weights for these goals are low. (The analysis) indicates
that there was little variation among survey respondents and that
these goals were generally unimportant for the evaluation of the
policy-capturing scenarios. The obvious conclusion is that in a
trade-off situation, these goals will lose to goals considered to
be more important.
Differences Among Sample Subgroups: Analysis of Policy-Capturing Types
The purpose of this section of the analysis is to explore the
extent to which differences among survey respondents can be accounted
for by either demographics or place of residence.
With few exceptions the composition of the six policy-capturing
clusters is not associated with demographic differences. In the absence
of substantial demographic differences, there are no clear trends which
characterize the different policy-capturing types. It would appear
that preferences for the goals to be achieved for Portland's future
and the evaluation of planning options is related more to internalized
factors than to observable respondent characteristics. The finding
is that the differences among respondents characterized by the policy
capturing types crosses demographic boundaries and can therefore be
found within any group of city residents.
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Conclusion
First, there is no clear consensus on which of the thirteen plans
should be adopted as the comprehensive plan for Portland's future.
However, the Central Business District plan is preferred by three of
the policy-capturing groups as well as having the highest average rating.
It is clear that any plan must emphasize neighborhood quality and air
and water quality. The remaining goals are eith6:-r sources of disagreement
or of little relevance to the evaluation of planning options.
Secondly, respondents who place similar values on the attainment
of the nine goals are not distinguished by demographic differences.
In contrast to other policy research, the planning of what the future
of this city should emphasize does not appear to be substantially affected
by either socio-economic or geographical factors. Differences exist but
cannot be accounted for by factors which usually indicate differing
perceptions.
Finally, the policy capturing technique proved to be an extremely
successful approach for the evaluation of citizen attitudes in a trade-
off situation. It is clearly the most meaningful portion of the survey
and does provide some significant cues for the composition of compre-
hensive plan alternatives.
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LIST OF GOAL AREAS
1. Preserve Neighborhood Quality
2. Strengthen the City's Economy
3. Increase the City's Share of Regional Development
4. Keep Housing Costs as Low as Possible
5. Control Costs of Sewer and Water Service
6. Provide Adequate Personal Transportation
7. Improve Air and Water Quality
8. Improve Energy Conservation
9. Limit Land Use Changes
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SURVEY PREFERENCE FOR
BUREAU OF PLANNING OPTIONS
OPTION #1
OPTION #2
OPTION #3
CANT DECIDE
40%
33%
6%
POLICY CAPTURING RATINGS FOR ALL PLANNING OPTIONS
CENTRAL 8US1NESS DISTRICT
FAR SOUTHEAST
NORTHWEST
BOP OPTION #2
INNER SOUTHEAST
NORTH
FAR NORTHEAST
SOUTHWEST HILLS
FAR SOUTHWEST
MID SOUTHEAST
INNER NORTHEAST
BOP OPTION #1
BOP OPTION #3
2. \/Q
